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SENATE 
TUESDAY, JUNE 2, 1964 

(Legislative day of Monday, March 30, 
1964) 

The Senate met at 9 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Acting President 
pro tempore <Mr. METCALF). 

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, pastor, Capitol 
Hill Methodist Church, Washington, 
D.C., offered the following prayer: 

Dear God and Father of mankind, 
Thou art our refuge and strength, a 
very present help in trouble. We bow in 
recognition of our complete dependence 
upon Thee. Look Thou with under
standing upon these Thy servants, this 
day, as they debate the great issues con
cerning these United States of America, 
the Nation we love the most. 

Thou art a God of power. Give right
eous power in debate, thinking, and deci
sion. Thou art a God of love. Bestow 
love for God and all mankind in these 
hearts today. 

Thou art a God of wisdom and light. 
Send that light and wisdom to dispel 
darkness, doubt, and indecision in this 
high place of Government. 

For forgiveness of our sins nationally, 
internationally, and personally, we pray. 
Cleanse us as a nation and people from 
our feverish ways. 

Look Thou with tender compassion 
upon our neighbors throughout the 
world. Help us, with them, to be Thy 
servants in making this world better for 
all people. 

We pray in the name of Jesus Christ, 
our Lord. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. INOUYE, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
June 1, 1964, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 1382) for the 
relief of John Gatzopi Overbeck and 
Mary Gatzopoulos Overbeck. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 11201) 
making deficiency appropriations for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, and for 
other purposes; agreed to the conference 
asked by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. MAHON, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. KIR
WAN, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. JENSEN, Mr. 
HoRAN, and Mr. FoRD were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 73) authorizing 
the printing of additional copies of parts 
2 and 3 of the 1964 hearings of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on 

Atomic Energy Commission authorizing 
legislation, fiscal year 1965. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H.R. 1642. An act to provide for the sale of 
the U.S. Animal Quarantine Station, Clif
ton, N.J., to the city of Clifton to provide 
for the establishment of a new station, and 
for other purposes; 

H.R. 2434. An act to amend section 560 of 
title 38, United States Code, to permit the 
payment of special pension to holders of the 
Congressional Medal of Honor awarded such 
medal for actions not involving conflict with 
an enemy, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 8251. An act to amend section 612, 
title 38, United States Code, to authorize 
dental services and treatment in cases where 
discharges were corrected by competent au
thority from dishonorable to conditions 
other than dishonorable; 

H.R. 8925. An act to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code in order to provide that 
a disability which has been rated at or above 
a certain percentage for 20 or more years may 
not thereafter be reduced below such per
centage; 

H.R. 9964. An act to extend for 2 years the 
period for which payments in lieu of taxes 
may be made wi·th respect to certain real 
property transferred by the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation and its subsidiaries to 
other Government departments; 

H.R. 10705. An act to amend the Govern
ment Corporation Control Act to change the 
General Accounting Office audit to a calen
dar year basis in the case of the Federal 
home loan banks and the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance C'orporation; 

H.R. 10736. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Navy to adjust the legislative 
jurisdiction exercised by the United States 
over lands comprising the U.S. Naval Hospi
tal, Portsmouth, Va.; 

H.R. 11035. An act to authorize the exten
sion of certain naval vessel loans now in 
existence; and 

H.R. 11255. An act to validate certain pay
ments of per diem allowances made to mem
bers of the Coast Guard. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Acting President pro 
tempore: 

H.R. 1727. An act for the relief of Richard 
G. Green, Jr.; 

H.R. 5305. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Ernest P. Imle; 

H.R. 5571. An act for the relief of Noble 
Frank Smith and his wife, Viola Smith; 

H.R. 6876. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Wilfrid E. Gelinas, U.S. Air Force; 

H.R. 7757. An act for the relief of Jesse I. 
Ellington; 

H.R. 8222. An act for the relief of Edward 
J. Maurus; 

H.R. 8348. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Faye E. Russell Lopez; 

H.R. 8532. An act for the relief of Ivan D. 
Beran; 

H.R. 8828. An act for the relief of John T. 
Cox; 

H.R. 8936. An act for the relief of Leonard 
M. Dalton; 

H.R. 9475. An act for the relief of Miss 
Grace Smith, and others; 

H.R. 10078. An act for the relief of Philip 
N. Shepherdson; and 

H.R. 10774. An act to authorize the dis
posal, without regard to the prescribed 6-
month waiting period, of cadmium from the 
national stockpile and the supplemental 
stockpile. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their titles and referred as in
dicated: 

H.R.1642. An act to provide for the sale 
of the U.S. Animal Quarantine station, Clif
ton, N.J., to the city of Clifton to provide 
for the establishment of a new station, and 
for other purposes; to the Commi-ttee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

H.R. 2434. An act to amend section 560 of 
title 38, United States Code, to permit the 
payment of special pension to holders of the 
Congressional Medal of Honor awarded such 
medal for actions not involving conflict with 
an enemy, and for other purposes; and 

H.R. 8925. An act to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code in order to provide that 
a disability which has been rated at or above 
a certain percentage for 20 or more years 
may not thereafter be reduced below such 
percentage; to the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 8251. An act to amend section 612, 
title 38, United States Code, to authorize 
dental services and treatment in cases where 
discharges were corrected by competent au
thority from dishonorable to conditions other 
than dishonorable; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

H.R. 9964. An act to extend for 2 years the 
period for which payments in lieu of taxes 
may be made with respect to certain real 
property transferred by the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation and its subsidiaries to 
other Government departments; and 

H.R. 10705. An act to amend the Govern
ment Corporation Control Act to change the 
General Accounting Office audit to a calendar 
year basis in the case of the Federal home 
loan banks and the Federal Savings and 
Loan Insurance Corporation; to the Commit
tee on Government Operatiot;15. 

H.R. 10736. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Navy to adjust the legisla
tive jurisdiction exercised by the United 
States over lands comprising the U.S. Naval 
Hospital, Portsmouth, Va.; and 

H.R. 11035. An act to authorize the ex
tension of certain naval vessel loans now in 
existence; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

H.R. 11255. An act to validate certain pay
ments of per diem allowances made to mem
bers of the Coast Guard; to the Committee , 
on the Judiciary. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu
sion of a quorum call, there be a morn
ing hour, under the usual conditions, and 
with statements therein limited to 3 
minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 9 A.M. ON 
WEDNESDAY 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu
sion of the business of the Senate today, 
the Senate stand in recess until 9 o'clock 
a.m., Wednesday, June 3. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
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The Chief Clerk called the roll; and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cotton 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Gruening 

(No. 260 Leg.] 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Keating 
Lausche 
McClellan 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Monroney 
Morton 

Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Neuberger 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Ribicofi' 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Simpson 
Smith 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Walters 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 

Mr. INOUYE. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. CANNON], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER], 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL
BRIGHT], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
HAYDEN], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY], the Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. LoNG], the Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGEE], the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON], and the Sen
ator from Ohio [Mr. YouNG] are absent 
on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the Senator 
from illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. EDMOND
soN], the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. MAGNUSON], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH], 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
SPARKMAN], and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE] are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from California [Mr. ENGLE] is absent 
because of illness. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER], 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMI
NICK], and the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. PROUTY] are detained on official 
business. 

The Senators from Nebraska [Mr. 
CURTIS and Mr. HRUSKA], the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT], and the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. YoUNG] 
are absent on official business. 

The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. FoNG], 
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD
WATER]. the Senator from California 
[Mr. KucHEL], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. MEcHEM], and the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. TowER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. A quorum is present. 

Morning business is in order. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the follow
ing letters, which were referred as in
dicated: 
REPORT ON UNECONOMICAL PRACTICES RELAT

ING TO BRAND NAME PROCUREMENTS, FEDERAL 
SUPPLY SERVICE 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on uneconomical practices re
lating to brand name procurements, Fed
eral Supply Service, General Services Ad
ministration, dated May 1964 (with an ac
companying report); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 
REPORT ON ILLEGAL AWARD OF ADVERTISED 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT AND EXCESSIVE 
COSTS FOR CONTRACT MODIFICATIONS 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on the illegal award of adver
tised construction contract and excessive 
costs for contract modifications, Depart
ments of the Army and Air Force, dated May 
1964 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 
REPORT ON UNNECESSARY COSTS TO THE Gov-

ERNMENT FOR UNREASON ABLE DELAY BY CoL
LINS RADIO Co., CEDAR RAPIDS, IOWA, IN 
RELEASING SPECIAL TOOLING 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on unnecessary costs to the 
Government for unreasonable delay by Col
lins Radio Co., Cedar Rapids, Iowa, in re
leasing special tooling, Department of the 
Army, dated May 1964 (with an accompany
ing report); to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. SYMINGTON, from the Committee 

on Aeronautical and Space Sciences, with 
amendments; 

H.R.10456. An act to authorize appropria
tions to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and develop
ment, construction of facilities, and admin
istrative operations, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 1054). : 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit
tee on Commerce, With an amendment: 

H.R. 8462. An act to authorize the con
veyance of certain real property of the United 
States heretofore granted to the city of 
Grand Prairie, Tex., for public airport pur
poses, contingent upon approval by the 
Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency, and to provide for the conveyance 
to the United States of certain real property 
now used by such city for public airport 
purposes (Rept. No. 1055). 

PREVENTION OF INJURY TO FISH 
AND WILDLIFE FROM THE USE OF 
INSECTICIDES, HERBICIDES. AND 
PESTICIDES-REPORT OF A COM
MITTEE (S. REPT. NO. 1053) 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Commerce, I re
port favorably, with amendments, Sen
ate bill 1251, which amends the act of 
August 1, 1958, in order to prevent or 

m1mmize mJury to fish and wildlife by 
the use of insecticides, herbicides, fungi
cides, and pesticides; and I submit there
on a report. 

The bill was originally introduced by 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], on behalf of 
herself, the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS], the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. LoNG], and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. MciNTYRE]; but the bill 
has been considerably amended. How
ever, that fact does not detract at all 
from the objectives of the authors of the 
original bill. 

The bill now being reported turns out 
to be more or less a committee bill, as 
the report on it will show; but I want 
the RECORD to show that these Senators 
have long been advocates of this inquiry, 
in hopes we can do something about the 
increasing injury to fish and wildlife 
from the use of insecticides, herbicides, 
fungicides, and pesticides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RIBI
COFF in the chair) . The report will be 
received and the bill will be placed on 
the calendar. 

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF EXEC
UTIVE PAPERS 

Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Papers 
in the Executive Departments, to which 
was referred for examination and recom
mendation a list of records transmitted 
to the Senate by the Archivist of the 
United States, dated May 25, 1964, that 
appeared to have no permanent value or 
historical interest, submitted a report 
thereon, pursuant to law. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request) : 
S. 2884. A bill to repeal certain acts relat

ing to exportation of tobacco plants and 
seed, standards for grains, naval stores and 
wool, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. CARLSON: 
S. 2885. A bill for the relief of Vladimir 

Ga.sparovic and Dragica Rendulic Gasparovic; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is 

the pending business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If 

there is no morning business--
Mr. STENNIS. Is the Senate in the 

morning hour? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Morning business is in order. 
Mr. STENNIS. I think the Senator 

from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN] has a matter 
to present. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have a 
statement which will take about 5 min
utes. If it is agreeable to the Senate to 
give me extra time over and above my 
3-minute allotment, I shall be glad to 
deliver my statement now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection. it is so 
ordered. 
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SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, according 
to news reports some 30 topflight Gov
ernment officials and their aids are 
meeting in Honolulu to consider our fu
ture course of action in southeast Asia. 

I assume that one proposal which will 
receive consideration is the possible ex
tension of hostilities outside the borders 
of South Vietnam-also the stationing 
of U.S. troops in Thailand and the more 
extensive use of our Air Force over Laos 
and possibly other areas. 

A few years ago, units of our Armed 
Forces went into South Vietnam at the · 
request of a friendly government-that 
of Ngo Dinh Diem. We went in there to 
help check and eradicate a few small 
scattered groups of rebels or bandits 
which were carrying out hit and run 
raids against the Government. 

For the first 2 or 3 years conditions 
appeared to be more or less static. 
Thanks to our economic aid, there was 
some increase in the living standards of 
some of the people. Public works were 
improved-the people remained friendly 
to the United States. 

Under our supervision, the Vietnamese 
Army received instructions in the use of 
military equipment, including planes. 

A little over 2 years ago disturbing re
ports began to come from South Viet
nam. People who had been in that 
country-some of them for a long time
brought back reports of a growing lack 
of cooperation among the Vietnamese 
people, of instances of graft in govern
ment contracts, of a growing inability to 
deal with rebel bands, of the buildup of 
a class of idle rich and a general worsen
ing of conditions, militarily as well as 

· otherwise. 
Late last summer, the Comptroller 

General reported to Congress that there 
was no record of large shipments of grain 
and food destined to South Vietnam ever 
having been received there. Where 
these commodities went, no one seems 
to know. 

During this same period of time, offi
cials of the executive branch were ap
pearing before committees of Congress 
assuring us that all was going well, and 
while it might take a little time, success 
was just around the corner. The Sec
retary of Defense even talked optimisti
cally of withdrawing most of our forces 
at an early date. 

It was not until last fall that officials of 
the administration appeared before the 
Foreign Relations Committee and told 
us what we all had known for some 
time-conditions were worse, not better. 
The assassination of President Diem 
made any further assumption that all 
was going well a futile pretense. 

The whole world now knows of our 
predicament, and in the eyes of the world 
the United States will always be held 
largely responsible for the death of Pres
ident Diem, who was without doubt a 
friend of the Western Nations and a foe 
of communism. 

Now, our problem has become com
pounded. Not only have we assumed the 
responsibility for maintaining a stable 
government in South Vietnam; not only 
are we concerned with the possible loss 
of large markets for American commod-

ities in southeast Asia; and not only are 
we disturbed by increasing dissension 
among our friends and allies, particu
larly France, but for some there is the 
problem of making things look better for 
those same people who only last year 
were telling us that all was going well. 

There are those who advocate an early 
withdrawal of our forces in South Viet
nam. There are others who advocate 
an expansion of military operations to 
other countries, particularly North Viet
nam, and even China itself. These peo
ple seem to have short memories, far 
shorter than the French, who learned 
much at Dien Bien Phu. 

If the Chinese or North Vietnamese 
would only fight with planes or tanks or 
something modem, we could knock them 
right out of the sky, bomb their roads, 
bridges, and fuel supply depots, and win 
without too much difficulty. 

However, like the Vietcong, who are 
now giving us so much trouble to the 
south of Saigon, the Chinese would 
probably insist on using foot soldiers. 

We had some experience with them in 
North Korea. If we are now having so 
much difficulty in coping with 25,000 to 
30,000 Vietcong rebels, would we find it 
easier to deal with possibly a couple mil
lion better trained troops from the 
north?· 

I know the answer that some will give 
to this question-blast their cities and 
supply depots with nuclear bombs if 
necessary. I agree that such a proce
dure would bring results-results which 
I do not like to contemplate. 

An expansion of military operations 
leading to a general war in southeast 
Asia will not have my support. I would 
not object to stationing detachments of 
reasonable numbers in Thailand for de
fensive purposes if the government of 
that country requests it and if the gov
ernment and people of Thailand are 
willing to defend their own country with 
full force, and if such action is not a 
prelude to a wide expansion of the war. 

Neither would I withdraw precipi
tately from South Vietnam. It will be 
necessary to render both military and 
economic assistance to that country for 
some time-maintaining a stalemate 
with the rebels for the time being if that 
is the best we can do. 

Officials of the United States should 
not hesitate to meet with representatives 
of other countries to discuss problems 
relative to Cambodia, Laos, or any other 
country where an international confer
ence promises a degree of hope for the 
people concerned and a lessening of the 
chance of war. 

The facilities of the United Nations 
should be used to the fullest feasible ex
tent. The United States cannot afford 
to go it alone when the security of the 
Nation and of the world is threatened. 

Where does the responsibility rest for 
deciding what course our country should 
follow relative to the southeast Asia 
problems? Well, not with Secretary 
McNamara, not with Secretary Rusk, 
not with Ambassador Lodge, even 
though these three may play important 
roles as advisers. 

The responsibility rests squarely and 
heavily on the shoulders of the President 
of the United States, and the correctness 

of his decision will determine his place 
in history, provided, of course, that there 
is a history. 

WYOMING SPACE AGE CONFERENCE 
AND EXPOSITION 

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, an 
event of singular importance to the State 
of Wyoming opens at Riverton Thursday. 
The second annual Wyoming Space Age 
Conference and Exposition will feature 
addresses by Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. 
Curtis LeMay and leading figures in the 
military and space industries. 

To better explain the event, its im
portance to Wyoming and to the Nation, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD three press releases allud
ing to the speakers and program of Wyo
ming's Space Age Conference and Expo
sition. · 

There being no objection, the press re
leases were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
WYOMING SPACE AGE CONFERENCE AND EXPO• 

SITION-GEN. CuRTIS E. LEMAY KEYNOTES 
CoNFERENCE 
RrVERTON.-Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, who will 

keynote Wyoming's second Space Age Con
ference and Exposition in Riverton June 4, 
has a distinguished record of service for his 
country. 

General LeMay will speak at a noon ban
quet Thursday, June 4, following dedication 
of the exposition Thursday morning. 

E. B. Fitzgerald, president of Cutler-Ham
mer, Inc., speaks to an evening banquet cli
maxing the daylong conference. 

Theme of the Thursday afternoon confer
ence is "The Technological Revolution." It 
features four leaders from the university, in
dustry, and the Air Force. 

"General LeMay is a military leader of un
questionable stature and integrity," stated 
Senator MILWARD L. SIMPSON in announcing 
that the famed flying general would come to 
Riverton. "His leadership and vision have 
helped mold an Air Force second to none in 
the world. His concern for our national se
curity and his lifetime of experience serving 
his country in war and peace make him pre
eminently qualified to speak to Wyomingites 
on the space age to which America's future 
is so inextricably 'bound." 

The 57 -year-old LeMay is an active, jet
qualified pilot and usually files his own 
plane. He is a native of Columbus, Ohio, and 
graduated from Ohio State with a civil engi
neering degree. 

General LeMay has been at the corner
stone of many of the Air Force's greatest 
achievements. He participated in the first 
mass flight of B-17's to South America in 
1939; he led the famed Regensburg shuttle 
bombing mission from England to Africa; 
he organized B-29's in the Pacific; he set a 
nonstop flight record from Hokkaido, Japan, 
to Chicago in 1946; he was the Air Force's 
first Deputy Chief of Air Staff for Research 
and Development; he organized the Berlin 
airlift; in 1948 he returned to the United 
States as the first leader of the Strategic Air 
Command (SAC) at Offutt Air Force Base, 
Nebr., a command he held for nearly 10 
years. SAC became the nerve center of a 
worldwide bomber-missile striking force. 

During his command of SAC he built, from 
the remnants of World War II, an all-jet 
bomber force, manned and supported by 
professional airmen dedicated to the preser
vation of peace. 

Under General LeMay's leadership and 
supervision, plans were laid for the develop
ment and integration of an intercontinental 
ballistic missile (ICBM) capa.b111ty. 
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In July 1957 General LeMay was appointed 
Vice Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force and 
served in that capacity until July 1961, at 
which time he was appointed Air Force 
Chief of Staff, the post he now holds. 

General LeMay has many of the world's 
highest m111tary decorations including the 
American Distinguished Service Cross, the 
British Distinguished Flying Cross, and the 
French Legion of Honor. 

General LeMay's distinguished record in 
war and peace has been recognized by many 
colleges and universities who have awarded 
him honorary doctorate degrees--among 
them Ohio State, University of Southern 
California, Creighton, Case Institute of 
Technology, John Carroll, Kenyon College, 
the University of Akron, Tufts, and the Uni
versity of Virginia. 

General LeMay will be present at the Air 
Force Academy commencement exercises 
June 3 and will fly into Riverton the morn
ing of June 4. 

President Lyndon B. Johnson recently re
appointed General LeMay as Air Force Chief 
of Staff. The general will complete 35 
years of service in February 1965. 

WYOMING SPACE AGE CONFERENCE AND Ex
POSrriON--cUTLER-HAMMER PRESIDENT WILL 
SPEAK 
RIVERTON.-E. B. Fitzgerald, president of 

Cutler-Hammer, Inc., will be the main ban
quet speaker at the second Wyoming Space 
Age Conference and Exposition here June 4, 
it was announced by Gov. Clifford P. Hansen. 

Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, Air Force Chief of 
Staff, w111 provide the keynote address for the 
conference at a noon banquet. 

A space-science conference with the theme 
"The Technological Revolution" will feature 
four leading industrial experts during the 
afternoon conference sponsored by the Wy
oming Natural Resource Board. 

Cutler-liammer is the world's largest man
ufacturer of electrical controls. Cutler's Air
borne Instruments Laboratory Division at 
Deer Park, Long Island, is a leader in re
search and manufacturing in electronic 
products with particular emphasis on com
plete aerospace systems and subsystems. 

Cutler-Hammer is headquartered in Mil
waukee. 

Mr. Fitzgerald was elected president of Cut
ler-Hammer on November 18, 1963, and took 
office January 1, 1964, following the retire
ment of Philip Ryan. 

Fitzgerald, 38, joined C-H in 1946 after 
receiving a degree in electrical engineering 
from the University of Michigan. 

The young president worked in the de
velopment engineering, purchasing, sales 
and engineering departments before, in 1959, 
becoming vice president of engineering, a 
position he held until named administrative 
vice president in 1961. He was elected to 
the board of directors in 1962. 

WYOMING SPACE AGE CONFERENCE AND 
EXPOSITION 

RIVERTON.-A full-scale solid propellant 
Minuteman, latest in the family of U.S. in
tercontinental ballistic missiles, will be on 
display here June 3-7 as the heart of the 
second Wyoming Space Age Conference and 
Exposition. 

The 100-foot high ICBM will be located 
outdoors in front of the Space Age Exposi
tion hall at the Fremont County Fair 
Grounds. 

Big day of the 5-day conference and ex
position :is Thursday, June 4, dubbed "Wyo
ming Day." The exposition will be dedicated 
at 11 a.m., Gen. Curtis E. LeMay of the U.S. 
Air Force will keynote the conference at a 
noon banquet. Four leading experts will 
discuss "The Technological Revolution" dur
ing the afternoon conference, and E. B. Fitz
gerald, president of Cutler-Hammer, Inc., will 
be the principal evening banquet speaker. 

There will be many other Air Force and 
industry exhibits displayed in the exposition 
hall throughout the 5 days. 

The Wyoming Air National Guard will have 
a giant Constellation C-121-G transport 
plane in static display at the Riverton air
port Thursday and Friday. The public will 
be allowed to inspect the giant craft inside 
and out. 

Other Air Force exhibits indoors are an 
actual YLR-99 rocket engine, the powerplant 
for the X-15 aerospacecraft; an Atlas ICBM 
exhibit; a Titan ICBM exhibit; a Mercury 
capsule spacecraft exhibit; a B-52 bomber, 
F-104 fighter, X-15 aerospacecraft exhibit; 
and a series of Air Force films. 

Other companies exhibiting at the exposi
tion, free to the public, include United States 
Steel, Bionomics Corp., Electric Information 
Co., Western Instruments Corp., IBM, Thio
kol Chemical Corp., and Martin Co. of Den
ver. 

ONONDAGA CHURCHES WORK FOR 
CIVIL RIGHTS BILL 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, yester
day, Rev. and Mrs. Gary Hakes, of the 
Woodlawn Methodist Church in Syra
cuse, N.Y., came to Washington to pre
sent approximately 1,000 postcards in 
support of the civil rights bill to their 
Senators from New York. These cards 
had been gathered by Onondaga County, 
N.Y., teenagers of all faiths who went 
from door to door in their own neighbor
hoods for 2 hours on the night of May 27. 
About 500 youngsters, sponsored by their 
church youth groups, participated, and 
almost 5,000 cards were collected, 4,000 of 
which will be sent to Washington later 
this week. After reading a fact sheet 
distributed by the teenagers, citizens 
were asked to indicate their support or 
their disapproval of the bill. Of the 1,000 
messages I received yesterday, 4 opposed 
the bill, 996 favored it. This was an 
unusual sampling of opinion in another 
respect. People were asked to write 
whatever they wished on the cards and it 
was not a case of signing some stereo
typed message to which we are so often 
subjected in Congress. 

Mr. President, I commend the churches 
and the young people of Onondaga 
County for their magnificent effort to in
dicate support for this bill. Their work 
is a testament to the moral commitment 
of America's younger generation to this 
cause. I want to assure them that the 
large majority of U.S. Senators are on 
their side, and are working to pass this 
bill and will support the bill when it 
comes to a vote. 

ON-THE-JOB DIRECTOR OF ARI
ZONA, MR. SPENCER THOMPSON, 
CALLS FOR GI BILL TO UTILIZE 
VETERANS' ENERGY 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

Mr. Spencer Thompson, director of the 
Governor's Council for Veterans' Insti
tutional and On-the-Job Training of 
Arizona, has written an article for the 
October edition of the service letter of 
the National Association of State Ap
proval Agencies. In his article, entitled 
"Energy and the Cold War Veteran," Mr. 
Thompson discusses the necessity of pro
viding our cold war veterans with the 
means of pursuing the education and 
training which can enable them to em-

ploy their mental potential in construc
tive uses in our fast-changing techno
logical world. Mr. Thompson also warns 
us of the irreplaceable losses which will 
be suffered by the individual and the 
Nation if this readjustment assistance is 
not provided. 

Mr. President, the 1960 Democratic 
National Convention in Los Angeles rec
ognized the responsibility of providing 
readjustment assistance to our cold war 
veterans by including the following plank 
in its platform: 

We shall continue the veterans home loan 
guarantee and direct loan guarantee pro
grams and educational benefits patterned 
after the GI b111 of rights. 

The cold war GI bill, S. 5, is the em
bodiment of this plank in the official 
platform of the Democratic Party; and I 
urge the leadership of the Senate to 
schedule the cold war GI bill for Senate 
consideration at the earliest opportunity 
in order that this pledge to the people of 
the United States can be fulfilled. 

Mr. Spencer Thompson, in his fine ar
ticle entitled "Energy and the Cold War 
Veteran'' in describing energy of all 
types, says: 

Energy, when properly controlled, can work 
for man toward a better way of life. Energy 
which is not controlled cannot only be lost, 
but it can lead to death and destruction. 

One source of energy is that developed by 
an atomic reactor; however, the characteris
tics of the components used to generate the 
energy must be controlled by a stabilizer. 
The resultant effect is usable energy and pre
vention of overgeneration, which would not 
only be lost but which could cause destruc
tion of the reactor. 

Another source of energy, more important 
than that generated by a reactor, is the en
ergy represented by the combined mental po
tential of the cold war veterans. 

Mr. Thompson points out that without 
a readjustment act, this energy is lost. 
That is what the cold war bill involves. 
It is not a bonus. It is a readjustment 
measure. The World War II GI bill, 
passed in 1944, was a readjustment act 
to teach veterans to readjust to civilian 
life and be reproducing elements of our 
society, rather than forming__:_as in the 
case of today's veterans-the highest 
percentage of unemployed of any group. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle by Spencer Thompson, entitled "En
ergy and the Cold War Veteran," be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ENERGY AND COLD WAR VETERAN 
(By Spencer Thompson) 

Energy when properly controlled can work 
for man toward a better way of life. Energy 
which is not controlled cannot only be lost 
but it can lead to death and destruction. 

One source of energy is that developed by 
an atomic reactor, however, the characteris
tics of the components used to generate the 
energy must be controlled by a stabilizer. 
The resultant effect is usable energy and 
prevention of overgeneration which would 
not only be lost but which could cause de
struction of the reactor. 

Another source of energy, more important 
than that generated by a reactor is the 
energy represented by the combined mental 
potential of the cold war veterans. 

This energy also needs a stabilizer, par
ticularly, one that influences the transition 



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12375 
from mil1tary to civ111an life, by providing, 
through education and training, the need
ed tools so the energy can be put to con
structive use. 

Past experience dictates that education 
and training, such as was available to 
World War II and Korean veterans, is the 
stabilizer proven best to accomplish this 
purpose. It was more than a stabilizer, it 
was also a stimulator which resulted in divi
dends far greater than were expected and 
there is no foreseeable end to those dividends. 

In the fast changing technological world 
of today, in which nations continue to be 
torn with internal as well as external strife, 
the energy of those men who were put in uni
form and taught to use the weapons of de
struction in defense of the country, although 
we were not fighting a declared war, must be 
transited to civilian activities. To accom
plish this, each man must be helped to full 
development of his talents and capabilities. 
Then, his energy can be used for the con
tinued defense of this Nation, rather than 
being wasted. 

This Nation cannot ignore its need for 
trained men any more than it can ignore the 
fact that jobs exist which cannot be filled. 
Neither can it ignore the fact that there is 
a vast amount of potential energy in our 
cold war veterans which must be trained 
before it is usable. 

To ignore these factors is to invite ir
replaceable losses to the individual and to 
the Nation. Some losses cannot be equated 
in dollars and cents, others such as buying 
power and taxes, can be. The losses to the 
Nation can never be recouped, neither can 
the losses to the individual, and they, by far, 
will be the greater. 

ELECTRONICS RESEARCH CENTER 
IN BOSTON, MASS. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, with 
reference to the contemplated building 
of the Electronic Research Center in 
Boston, Mass., opinions have been ex
pressed to the effect that the study and 
review that was made of the advisability 
of building that institution in Boston 
was a mere front to an already formu
lated decision. 

When the decision was made to build 
the center in Boston, considerable pro
test was raised by Members of Congress. 
NASA then announced that in view of 
the various sites suggested, it would af
ford an opportunity for the individual 
States to present their testimony, and 
then after a reasonable time, would de
cide what was to be done. From the very 
beginning, I was of the view that that 
was a mere front. The decision was 
made. It was not intended to be 
changed, and it was not changed. 

In the House of Representatives, Rep
resentative JOHN W. WYDLER asked NASA 
for its files, containing the documents 
showing the studies that were made of 
the place where the site should be lo
cated. NASA refused to reveal to Rep
resentative WYDLER any of the docu
mentary information contained in its 
files. 

One would think that the information 
was of strategic importance, and there
fore should not be revealed. But, mani
festly there is nothing confidential or 
strategic about it. A site had to be 
chosen. Many States made application 
for it, including Ohio. Yet, NASA de
clines to reveal the contents of the docu
ments in its files. 

CX--779 

My attention has been called to an ad
vertisement in the Sunday, May 3 issue 
of the New York Times, signed by Endi
cott Peabody, Governor of Massachu
setts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, may I 
have 3 more minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
advertisement reads as follows: 

Congress made it official in mid-March
the NASA Electronics Research Center will 
be located in Massachusetts, and henceforth 
this area is the space center of the world. 

A permanent installation, the Center will 
direct and coordinate all the research and 
manufacturing programs bearing on the fun
damental and critical aspect of our Nation's 
space effort--electronic , systems and compo
nents. 

The NASA decision to come to Massachu
setts was painstakingly researched. 

Mr. President, I pause here in the read
ing of the advertisement to ask, if it was 
painstakingly researched, and if the doc
umentary proof in the files establishes 
that fact, why are these documents not 
released? 

I quote further from the advertise
ment: 

And it was assisted by a remarkable team 
effort of the Commonwealth's labor, manage
ment, and government. The compelling ad
vantages that NASA discovered, and the as
sistance encountered, are waiting for others. 
Our department of commerce has a wealth 
of material covering every aspect of every 
community in the Commonwealth from in
dustrial parks to public schools, from rail
road sidings to ski tows, from water tables to · 
marinas. All of this is yours for the ask
ing-in complete confidence-as is every oth
er assistance you may require. 

Remember, Massachusetts means progress. 
ENDICOTT PEABODY, 

Governor. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. This matter was re

viewed before the Committee on Aero
nautical and Space Sciences. A very 
unsatisfactory presentation was made, 
in my judgment, for this center being 
placed in Massachusetts. I agree with 
the Senator. The administration had 
already made the selection, and the re
view was meaningless. I believe that 
New York, Ohio, and a number of other 
States, including particularly New Jer
sey, did not receive proper consideration 
in connection with this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I ask for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. I am in accord with what 

Senators have said. There is no ques
tion about the truth of the suggestions 
which have been made. New Jersey's 
case, of course, is one of primus inter 
pares, and it suffered from a misuse of 
governmental power. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I am satisfied that our 

representatives on the Aeronautical and 
Space Sciences Committee, the Senator 
from New Jersey and the Senator from 
New York, have borne out what has been 
alleged. Our position has usually been 
misrepresented, as trying to get things 
away from other States without regard 
to the fact that we are trying to econo
mize in defense. 

Here was an example of a totally new 
installation and a totally new expendi
ture. All we wanted and all we asked 
for was a fair and evenhanded consid
eration, based on our resources and our 
capacity to perform. 

I with my colleagues in the Senate 
support the position taken by the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, speak
ing for Ohio, we do not want what we are 
not entitled to, but we do not want politi
cal efforts operating against us and in 
favor of places that are supposed to be 
more important along political lines. 

Recently, a study was made in the 
Midwest section of our country concern
ing the number of scientists and engi
neers that are being produced by the 
Midwestern States. The statistics show 
that a great majority of the scientists 
and engineers are being graduated in 
Midwestern States. If we include New 
York, New Jersey, and other places, that 
number becomes overwhelming. 

Unfortunately, the fact is that this 
research center, whi.ch will cost $60 mil
lion to build and $60 million in payroll 
to operate, has been awarded to Boston. 
Other centers are being built in Texas, 
and still others in California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I ask for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. This is being done at 
the expense of other States. This mat
ter is not concluded. It is before the 
Appropriations Committee. I believe it 
ought to take a good look at it, and that 
the members of the committee should 
bring before them the papers which are 
in the files of NASA, in order to deter
mine actually what took place in the in
vestigation which was made and upon 
which the decision was based prior to the 
alleged and pretended review. 

CIVIL DISTURBANCES IN NEW YORK 
CITY 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I rise to 
say a word about a subject of great deli
cacy. I say this as an ardent supporter 
of the civil rights legislation which is 
under consideration in the Senate. I 
speak of the wave of terrorism, hood
lumism, and vandalism on subway and 
elevated trains and the Staten Island 
Ferry that struck New York City over the 
weekend, perpetrated, according to the 
news accounts, largely by young Negroes. 

I believe it is essential that all of us 
who support strongly a civil rights bill 
make our position clear. 
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First, public order and tranquillity 
must be maintained. Though we deeply 
understand the frustration and near 
despair which assails many Negroes, es
pecially the YQIU.Ilg people, who suffer 
from a rate of unemployment which is 
three or four times the normal rate, and 
while this situation commands our 
deepest sympathy and strong determina
tion to endeavor to correct it, it cannot 
deflect us from our primary duty to the 
community, which is to maintain public 
order and tranquillity. 

It is my deep conviction that what is 
occurring is the repercussion from the 
fact that Negroes have for so many 
decades been denied fundamental and 
equal opportunity, especially in the 
southern part of the United States. 
And let us not forget that there has 
been an enormous migration of Negroes 
from the South, to New York City, to 
Newark, N.J., Detroit, Chicago, Boston, 
and other areas of the North. Therefore, 
Mr. President, we in the North have had 
our own backlash from the denial of op
portunity and the denial of justice suf
fered by the Negroes for many decades in 
the South. 

In addition to the many civil rights 
laws which the Northern States have 
enacted, much remains to be done in this 
field. The problem goes beyond civil 
rights laws, but civil rights laws are basic 
and should be a national standard to 
which the whole country should be re
quired to repair. Therefore, it seems to 
me that one of the duties of Congress 
is to furnish the necessary element of 
stability to the whole effort; to deal with 
the problem and to give a just answer to 
the cries of deep frustration and despair, · 
which are based upon so much denial. 
Public order and stability can then be 
maintained very much better with an 
answer; namely, the civil rights bill, than 
without an answer. We must give such 
an answer at least to the great majority 
of the Negro community of the country, 
for their support is absolutely essential 
if public order is to be maintained. 

I was glad to observe that two out
standing Negro leaders, Dr. Kenneth 
Clark, a noted professor at one of the 
great colleges in New York and a leading 
Negro spokesman, and James Farmer, of 
the Congress on Racial Equality, have 
already cried out and denounced the aim
less and reckless rioting. I hope that 
other Negro leaders will do the same. If 
the Negro community has any confidence 
in people like myself, I urge that commu
nity to support its leaders. 

What is important is that there is a 
job for all of us. There is a job for the 
Senate, at long last, after well over 2 
months of debate, to provide this minimal 
national standard of justice for the Negro 
and for other minorities in the country, 
so that there may be a just answer to a 
deep-rooted and just complaint. It is 
also up to the leaders of the Negro com
munity in the United States to strike a 
note of responsibility and to point out 
that precipitate rioting can lead only to 
disaster. 

I have great confidence in the clear
sightedness and intelligence of the 
American people, who will be able to 

distinguish between a social order which 
has denied elementary justice to the 
Negro in the South for a hundred years, 
and the vigorous efforts, made in the best 

senseless acts as have occurred can only en
danger the encouraging progress toward bet
ter relations already made. 

of good faith and good will, to deal with INVESTIGATION OF ROBERT G. 
the problems which go beyond the laws, BAKER BY COMMITTEE ON RULES 
in terms of education, in terms of job AND ADMINISTRATION 
opportunity, in terms of greater oppor-
tunity in other fields, which could result Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
in the North. President, I ask unanimous consent that 

It is essential that the hands of the a series of editorials commenting on the 
leaders and the great majority of the recent action of the Senate in curtailing 
law-abiding Negro community be held the Bobby Baker investigation be printed 
up in such critical times, especially as we at this point in the RECORD. 
approach summer, when this crisis could There being no objection, the edi-
become greater, not less. torials were ordered to be printed in the 

I close with something I said on the RECORD, as follows: 
civil rights measure more than 60 days [From the St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Democrat, 
ago. There is a timetable--an urgent, May 16-17, 1964] 
stringent, dangerous timetable. It is re- BRAzEN BAKER WHrrEwAsH 
fleeted by what struck New York over With 42 of the Democratic Senators vat-
the weekend. A just answer cannot be ing against any further inquiry into the 
denied the American people, especially scandalous Bobby Baker affair, the American 
those who have suffered so deeply from people have now been treated to perhaps the 
frustration and despair. The civil rights most brazen whitewashing job in their poUt
bill before the Senate is one answer. We leal history. 
need that answer. Armed with that an- How the erstwhile secretary of the Senate 

Democratic majority amassed about $2 mil-
swer, I deeply believe that the over- lion in 9 years on a salary that never ex
whelming majority of the community ceeded $19,600 is to remain, for the most 
will see to it that public order and tran- part, a deep, dark secret. 
quility are maintained, that justice is Why he kept "frighteningly" large sums in 
upheld, and that the whole cause is en- $100 bills in his Senate office will not be dis-
nobled as a result. closed. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- And the Democratic senators, voting down 
the specific proposal that Senators be in-

sent to have printed at this point in the eluded within the scope of the inquiry, have 
RECORD an editorial entitled "A Double done their best to make sure no light is 
Responsibility," published in the New thrown on the 10 of their number whom 
York Times of today, June 2, 1964. their onetime secretary claims he held "in 

There being no objection, the editorial the palm of his hand." 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, What may puzzle many people-remember-
as follows: ing the great to-do made over mink coats 

and freezers during the Truman adminis-
A DOU13LE RESPONSIBILrrY tration and the hue and cry raised against 

The wave of terrorism, hoodlumism, and Sherman Adams for accepting a vicuna coot 
vandalism on subway and elevated trains during the Eisenhower administration-is 
and the Staten Island ferry that struck New how the Senate could bury a scandal right 
York City over the weekend, perpetrated on its own doorstep. 
largely by young Negroes, is a setback to the The method was simplicity itself. The 
cause of civil rights. It should frankly be Senate turned the problem over to its Rules 
recognized as such by Negro and other civil Committee, clubbiest in the Chamber, which 
rights leaders with widespread condemna- then gave a classic performance of how to 
tion before more destructive violence occurs. investigate without finding out anything. 

We are glad to note that two outstanding "We are not investigating Senators," Chair-
Negro spokesmen, Dr. Kenneth B. Clark and man B. EvERETT JoRDAN announced in the 
James Farmer, have already denounced this beginning, which was the tipoff on what 
kind of aimless, reckless rioting that in one wasn't coming. The committee might as well 
instance almost led to that most ominous have shut up shop right then. 
of all forms of civil strife: pitched battle be- How could it be remotely possible to find 
tween the races. We hope other leaders will out if the secretary of the Democratic major
have the courage to follow suit. ity had misused his authority without even 

The City Commission on Human Rights looking in the direction of the Senators from 
came up with a particularly unhelpful ap- whom he derived the authority? 
praisal of the subway incidents, which it The committee went through the motions, 
was applied also to the ferry violence. It did some shadowboxing. But when Bobby, 
blandly observed that the weekend's events who had threatened earlier to "write a book," 
were "spontaneous reflections of a wide- took the stand and took the fifth and didn't 
spread malaise" and it called upon all groups say a mumbling word, it quickly became ap
with "responsibility in this area" to combine parent that the "investigation" had come to 
to alleviate the "socioeconomic causes at the a dead end. 
root of this No. 1 urban problem." Of course The Democratic members didn't want to 
all this is true; but the import of the state- ask any questions that .might be embarrass
ment was to come close to condoning illegiti- ing. The Republican members weren't al
mate, unacceptable actions of enormous po- lowed to summon any witnesses. 
tential danger. Even when a direct conflict in testimony 

There is certainly a deep responsibility on developed between what Don B. Reynolds, 
the part of the white majority to hasten jus- the insurance man, said and what Walter 
tice for the Negro. But the Negro leadership Jenkins, President Johnson's assistant, said, 
has its responsibility too, a responsibility to the two men couldn't be called back to try 
speak out with vigor for order, for decency, to get at the truth. 
for nonviolence-for the good of our com- · On that sorry note, the Bobby Baker In
mon cause, if for no other reason. Such quiry comes to an end where the Senate 
outbursts as took place last · weekend can Democrats voted to chop it off. 
only aggravate the prejudice, the bigotry, the According to what Bobby is quoted as hav
enmities that all decent people, white and ing said, 10 of them could have a personal 
black, are trying so hard to combat. Such disinterest in getting at the truth. If his 
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count is right, the disinterest of the others 
may be purely political. 

With a presidential election coming up and 
the Democrats campaigning against poverty, 
it might divert attention of the voters from 
a major issue if they were still trying to 
find out how that Democratic Senate secre
tary pyramided his $19,600 salary into a cool 
$2 million. 

[From the St. Louis Post Dispe,tch, 
May 21, 1964] 

ETHICS IN THE SENATE 
The "secret" report of the Senate Rules 

Committee staff proposing a stiff code of 
ethics for the Senate and its employees 
could hardly serve any purpose other than 
that of a second coat of whitewash for the 
Bobby Baker case. Even if the code should 
be adopted it would be a wholly insufficient 
substitute for a genuine investigation of the 
former Senate Democratic majority secre
tary's frenzied infiuence peddling and for 
corrective legislation to prevent a repetition 
of the disgraceful affair. Its authors fur
thermore ought to know that it is unadopt
able as well as unworkable and unenforc
ible. 

A deep and ugly stain has been left on 
Congress and even on the Presidency itself 
by the partisan, defensive and shallow work 
of the Senate Rules Committee. As a result 
it may never be known how deeply some 
Senators were involved in Mr. Baker's abuse 
of his official position or the nature and ex
tent of Mr. Baker's involvement with Presi
dent Johnson and with the Johnson family's 
Austin television monopoly, elsewhere under 
attack. Congress and the executive branch 
have sustained a loss in standing which 
would now seem irretrievable. 

What legislation could do to prevent 
further erosions of respect and confidence 
in the future is at best debatable. Members 
of Congress operate at levels on which there 
is nothing that really can compensate for de
ficiency in a personal discipline of account
abllity. The least Congress can do in good 
conscience, however, it seems to us, is to 
apply to itself and its employees, including 
the staffs of Members, as fair and practical 
a law against conflict of interest as it has 
already applied to the executive branch. 

Beyond that, it could work wonders in 
public esteem by taking a more serious view 
than it usually takes of its responsibilities 
to judge the qualifications of its own Mem
bers. But there again we come back to the 
question of self-discipline rather than law
making. Perhaps Congress deserves the 
comedown it has taken in the Baker case, 
as a true reflection of its quality. We do not 
like to think so. 

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, May 29, 
1964) 

BOBBY BAKER'S THREAT 
Publication in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 

of the text of a broadcast made last month 
by Don Reynolds, insurance man, about the 
Bobby Baker affair throws interesting new 
light on what the Senate Rules Committee 
didn't want to investigate. 

When the scandal broke, Reynolds said, 
Bobby warned him to get out of town and 
not talk to Senator JoHN J. Wn.LIAMS, who 
bad called for an investigation, lest he "get 
you and the rest of us into jail." 

Who was in danger of going to jail and 
why they were in danger wasn't disclosed; 
but if Baker was quoted correctly, one of the 
things the Democrats on the committee may 
have wanted to avoid like the plague was 
discovering the identity of "the rest of us." 

For that matter, there wasn't an item in 
the catalog of Reynolds' disclosures which 
wouldn't have embarrassed one Democrat or 
another. 

President Johnson, he said, helped B1llie 
Sol Estes and got money from him. 

Walter Jenkins, now the President's aid, 
he said, shook him down to buy time on the 
Johnson's TV station he didn't want and 
couldn't use. 

George Reedy, now the President's press 
secretary, he said, told him to keep his 
mouth shut about the insurance he had sold 
to Mr. Johnson. 

"Ladies of leisure," he said, were used to 
influence the award of defense contracts. 

As far as Reynolds was concerned, Bobby 
Baker's threat apparently was wasted. 
Reynolds remained in town, talked with Sen
ator Wn.LIAMS, appeared before the Senate 
committee to answer questions. 

Nonetheless, the threat may have served 
its purpose as first the Democrats on the 
committee balked at delving below the sur
face in the Bobby Baker affair and then most 
of the Democrats in the Senate voted to shut 
off the inquiry altogether. 

[From the St. Louis Globe-Democrat, May 
25, 1964] 

CAN'T BURY BAKER SCANDAL 
If the American people still have any con

cern with political morality-and they do
Democrats from President Johnson on down 
won't be able to bury the Bobby Baker affair 
in this fall's presidential campaign. 

They are going to discover that the scandal 
smells all the worse because of the layer upon 
layer of whitewash the Democrats have ap
plied to it. 

The Nation has just been witness to the 
most brazen coverup in the history of Cap
itol Hill. Certainly in modern annals. This 
investigation, which did not investigate, was 
an insult to public intelligence, a repulsive 
blot on the reputation of the Senate. 

If there have been uglier messes in Wash
ington, offhand they don't occur to us. But 
never before has there been a mess that came 
so close to so many high places, men who 
shut their eyes and held their noses and pre
tended it didn't exist. 

Baker had so many contacts at top levels 
of Government and of his party, the great 
mystery of the affair became who was cover
ing up for whom. Democrats of the Rules 
Committee refused to probe, and Democrats 
in the Senate voted to quash the phony 
inquiry. 

Was it the White House itself and the 
President's election chances the six Demo
crats on the Rules Committee were concerned 
with when they flatly refused to call Walter 
Jenkins, a presidential aid, as a witness? 

In his one and only statement with which 
he sought to brush off the Baker affair, Mr. 
Johnson touched on but one of two ques
tions about his connection with it. 

Admitting he had received a $584 stereo 
set as a gift while he was a Senator, the 
President said it had come from the Bakers 
with whom the Johnsons exchanged "family 
gifts." 

He did not go into the claim of Don B. 
Reynolds, the insurance man, that Reynolds 
had paid for it. Nor did he mention Mr. 
Reynolds' further testimony that he (Reyn
olds) had bought $1,208 in advertising time 
on the Johnson's TV station at Mr. Jenkins' 
suggestion. 

Here was a direct conflict in testimony. In 
an affidavit Mr. Jenkins had denied making 
any such suggestion. That is the sort of 
thing courts and investigating committees 
usually take most seriously. Somebody ap
parently was committing perjury. 

Why didn't the committee want to know 
whether that could be Mr. Reynolds or Mr. 
Jenkins, a top presidential aid still serving 
in the White House? 

Another thing Democrats on the Rules 
Committee appeared loath to investigate 
was Bobby Baker's dealings with Matthew 
McCloskey, bigtime contractor, former 
Democratic party treasurer, perhaps best 
known as a great "party fund raiser." 

Bobby and Reynolds and McCloskey ar
ranged the deal whereby the contractor would 
compensate the other two for their help in 
putting a D.C. stadium bill through Con
gress, for which McCloskey wanted, and got, 
the contract. 

Was the connection between Federal proj
ects and party funds, with legman Baker 
trotting back and forth, one of the important 
things Senate Democrats wanted to hide? 

Bobby is said to have boasted that he held 
10 Senators "in the palm of his hand." Cer
tainly he had political dealings with all the 
Democrats he served as secretary. Admit
tedly, he had business connections with some 
of them. 

With the ramifications of this colossal mess 
making the Profumo scandal look like a 
tempest in a teapot, no one can tell which of 
the Democrats, who blocked the investiga
tion, were trying to save their own skins and 
which were coming to the aid of their party. 

The very fact that the American people 
don't know who is guilty or how far the 
scandal reached is going to make it impos
sible for the Democrats to send the Bobby 
Baker affair to a campaign boothill. 

When this scandal broke in Washington 
Democratic Senators, with a few notable ex
ceptions, preferred to conceal the skuldug
gery rather than militantly uphold honesty 
and integrity in government. 

Among the exceptions was Senator DouG
LAS, Democrat, of lllinois, who voted not to 
kill the inquiry, as did Senator DIRKSEN along 
with the other Republicans. Democratic 
Senators LoNG and SYMINGTON did not vote 
on the issue. They were in Missouri attend
ing the funeral of Representative Clarence 
Cannon that day. 

DEAN DARLOW RETIRES 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, be

fore Oklahoma became a State, an esti
mated 10 million cattle were driven up 
the Chisholm Trail to northern railheads. 
From the rangy, skinny cattle associ
ated with the wild west, Oklahoma live
stock growers have moved forward to 
build great herds of Herefords, Short
horns, and Angus cattle, among others, 
which compare favorably with the finest 
in the world. 

One of the men who has done most for 
the State's cattle industry and who is 
known as "Mr. Livestock" to many, is 
Dr. A. E. Darlow, dean of agliculture and 
vice president of Oklahoma State Univer
sity at Stillwater. He is retiring July 1 
after 38 years of service to the school. I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD a news story from the Tulsa Trib
une, which tells something of his valu
able service to cattle breeding, cattle 
judging, and agriculture generally. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Tulsa Tribune, May 26, 1964] 
AL DARLOW, MR. LIVESTOCK TO MANY, ENDING 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY CAREER 
(By Mac Bartlett) 

Out in the show ring where they separate 
champions from the herds, Dr. A. E. (AI) 
Darlow has won international acclaim as a 
beef cattle judge. The list of shows he has 
judged, dozens of them, touches several con
tinents. 

The Oklahoma State University dean of 
agriculture and vice president is ending 88 
years of service to his school July 1. This 
retirement, at age 65, ln no way will retard his 
interest in cattle. For the man known to 
many Oklahomans as "Mt. Livestock" will be 
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packing his bags for his next assignment-
judge of the Australian National Polled Here
ford Show beginning August 6 at Brisbane. 

Dean Dar low has no immediate plans be
yond the Australian trip. He has his own 
farm, 6 miles northeast of Stillwater, in
cluding 160 acres which his parents claimed 
in 1893 and where he was born in 1899. 

In Tulsa the other day, the slender, 6-foot 
dean spoke modestly of his long career and 
discussed a variety of cattle topics, but 
merely smiled when asked about his favorite 
breed. He has judged Herefords, Shorthorns, 
and Angus alike. 

Well, what kind of cattle do you have on 
your own place, he was asked. 

"I have no herd there now," he replied. 
Dr. Darlow, graduate of a prep school at 

Stlllwater, received his college degree from 
OSU (then A. & M.) in 1919 when he joined 
the faculty. Six years later-in the great 
Chicago arena where he has since judged so 
many international livestock shows-Profes
sor Darlow's judging team won an intercol
legiate title for the first time. 

The pressure of judging must be terrific 
in the highly competitive beef cattle world, 
but Dr. Darlow doesn't admit it. 

Edd Lemons, head of Agricultural Infor
mation Services at OSU, recalled a story told 
about Darlow. 

After a champion steer was selected in 
competition several years ago, the mother 
of the boy who finished second challenged 
the judge on his choice. 

"That boy over there," said the dean as 
he pointed toward the winner, "is responsi
ble. He fed and cared for the champion. I 
just confirmed his effort." 

Dr. Darlow's portrait hangs on the walls 
of the Saddle and Sirloin Club in Chicago. 
Placed there in 1958, it means the Oklaho
man is recognized as one of the men who 
have distinguished themselves in advancing 
the world's animal husbandry. 

The cattle expert is not among those who 
think a fine herd can be built only by money. 

"Pick out acceptable herd bloodlines and 
good individuals," he suggested. "You don't 
have to spend a fortune. They (good ani
mals) can be found." 

As to type and conformation in all beef 
breeds, the dean has observed mainly one 
change since 1935: "We are picking larger 
cattle." 

Dr. Darlow recognizes the impact of im
ports, saying the increasing shipments of 
beef from abroad "have adversely affected 
purebred prices." 

One Oklahoma breeder commented that 
the dean, who is equally at ease in the class
room and the feedlot, has established him
self as a fine afterdinner speaker, adding: 
"He has an unexcelled sense of humor." 

Except for 7 years-those being spent 
at the University of Wisconsin (1935-42) 
where he earned his doctor's degree and 
served on the faculty-the dean has devoted 
his career to the growth of Oklahoma State 
University, its and the State's agricultural 
development. 

In addition, there were livestock shows, 
from coast to coast; at Perth, Scotland; in 
Canada, Ecuador, and Australia, to keep him 
on the go. He helped establish the Imperial 
Agricultural College in Ethiopia in 1952. He 
also made one trip to India in 1959 as a con
sultant on the nation's agriculture. 

Dr. Darlow's wife, who frequently accom
panied him on foreign trips, died in 1961. 
He has · two married daughters, Mrs. Kath
leen Winslow, 2221 East 25th Street, and Mrs. 
Jane Shapiro, of Stillwater, and three 
grandchildren. 

HOW OTHERS SEE DARLOW 

These are the comments of Oklahomans 
on the distinguished career of Dr. A. E. Dar-

low, retiring dean of agriculture and vice 
president of Oklahoma State University: 

Dr. Paul Keesee, Poteau, manager of Ker
mac Angus Ranch: 

"His influence on cattle has been outstand
ing in this State over a long period of time. 
His ability to get people to follow his think
ing has helped a lot." 

Otha H. Grimes, Tulsa, Polled Hereford 
breeder and owner of Ogeechee Farms, 
Fairland: 

"He has been a tremendous asset to better 
beef in Oklahoma as well as to the entire 
Nation. He is a recognized authority in 
agriculture." 

K. 0. Dixon, Grove, Honey Creek Ranch 
operator and president of the Oklahoma 
Hereford Association: 

"Dr. Darlow, strictly in Oklahoma, has 
been great--he's been very helpful to Here
ford breeders. It is sad to all breeders to 
note that he is retiring from Oklahoma State 
University." 

Sam Fullerton III, Miami, Okla., immedi
ate past president of Oklahoma Aberdeen 
Angus Association, and one of Sunbeam 
Farms' owners: 

"I don't think there has been any man 
who has done more for the cattle industry 
in Oklahoma. The Fullerton family has al
ways had a lot of respect for him." 

PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE PROGRAM IN 
DENTISTRY 

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, this year 
the Southern Maryland Dental Society 
initiated a good will program for foreign 
doctors. One dentist, a Dr. Sergio Cas
tellon Barreto of Nicaragua was selected 
to come to our country for a 10-week 
stay. During his stay, he observed the 
modern advancements in American den
tistry. Each week the doctor resided in 
a different American dentist's home. 
The Voice of America thought so 
much of this program that Dr. Barreto 
was interviewed by them and his remarks 
were broadcast back to his country. 
From his remarks it is apparent that the 
United States now has a native good will 
ambassador in Nicaragua. This is the 
type of people-to-people program which 
will help foster a better understanding of 
the American way of life. I compliment . 
the Southern Maryland Dental Society 
for their public service. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the article from the Suburban Rec
ord and the article from the Maryland 
News, together with the program of the 
society, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
and program were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Montgomery County Suburban 

Record] 
NICARAGUA DENTIST DELIGHTED WITH 10-WEEK 

STAY HERE 

(By John Benedict) 
Dr. Sergio Cas-tellon Barreto, a dental sur

geon from Nicaragua, last week wound up an 
extraordinarily sucoessful10-week stay in the 
United States as the guest of the Southern 
Maryland Dental Society. 

During his visit Dr. Castellon received cer
tificates of completion of the society's gradu
ate study prograzn and a 1-week course of 
instruction given by the U.S. Naval Dental 
School. He was the only civilian partici
pating in the naval course. 

Dr. Castellon observed activities in the 
dental schools at Howard and Georgetown 
Universities and the University of Maryland's 
branch in Baltimore. He also visited the 
Cleft Palate Olinic in Lancaster, Pa., the Na-

tional Institutes of Health, and the Walter 
Reed Army Medical Center. He even took 
part in a national dental convention held 1n 
Washington, D.C., during the early part of 
his visit. 

The groundwork for Dr. Castellon's coming 
to the United States was begun by the 
Southern Maryland Dental Soc.iety nearly 2 
years ago when the organization decided to 
make a meaningful contribution to improve
ment of relations between this country and 
Central American States and particularly 
among dentists in the two areas. The society 
further decided that the best way to achieve 
this goal would be to sponsor visits of Latin 
American dentists to the United States. 

SIX RESPOND 

Early in 1963 the society sent question
naires and application forms ,for such a visit 
to all dental schools in Central America. The 
dental school at the University of Nicaragua 
at Leon was the only one to respond. Six 
applications were received from that school, 
including one completed by Dr. Castellon 
who teaches part time at the University of 
Nicaragua and practices dentistry the re
maining time. 

The society reviewed the applications 1n 
the summer of 1963 and selected the one 
subinitted by Dr. Castellon. He was notified 
in November 1963. 

Dr. Castellon arrived here on February 22, 
and spent the first week in the Burtonsville 
home of Dr. Herbert Bricken, chainnan of 
the society's visitation program. 

During the next 9 weeks, Dr. Castellon 
stayed in one dentist's home after another, 
until the last week when he again stayed 
with the Bricken family. 

The Central American guest visited the 
offices of each of the dentists with whom he 
stayed and observed the American methods 
of practice. One of the most basic things he 
discovered, inasmuch as he had never heard 
of it in Nicaragua, was tha.t dentists here 
work by appointment. In his own country, 
Dr. Castellon told the Record, patients come 
and wait sometimes many hours before re
ceiving attention. He said he was going to 
try to introduce the appointment system 
gradually when he returned home. 

SIGHTSEEING 

In addition to being kept on the go during 
the working hours by his host dentists, Dr. 
Castellon was busy sightseeing and partici
pating in local community activities. He 
visited the National Art Gallery, the Smith
sonian, the Wax Museum, the Capitol, the 
Washington Monument, the White House, 
and the zoo. 

He was even taken on a fast trip to the 
World's Fair by one of his hosts. 

Mrs. Bricken told the Record that Dr. 
Castellon is a gifted singer and talented 
guitar and harmonica player. When these 
talents were discovered by the son of one of 
the dentists with whom he stayed, Dr. Castel
lon was hustled off to a teen club to which 
the son belonged where he played and sang 
for the club's members. 

LIKED BY EVERYONE 

Mrs. Bricken said that Dr. Castellon was 
greatly liked by young people and adults 
everywhere he went during his 10 weeks in 
the United States. 

Dr. Castellon did not speak a word of 
English when he arrived in this country. 
Within just a matter of days, Mrs. Bricken 
said, he had mastered our language well 
enough to converse on many subjects. 

Dentists with whom Dr. Castellon stayed 
while here were Joseph Applebaum, Marvin 
Sheldon, Jerome Bernstein, N. William 
Ditzler, C. P. Chaconas, Marvin Nattel, John 
Droten, Daniel Placido, Frank Trotts, 
Richard Messer, and Dr. Bricken. 

E~BASSY PLEASED 

Dr. Messer was the host who took Dr. 
Castellon to the World's Fair. Dr. Messer 
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also held a party for his guest and invited 
members of the Nicaraguan Embassy to at
tend. One diplomat who came said it was 
the first time he had ever been asked to 
come to a private home in this country. 

While staying at Dr. Ditzler's home, Dr. 
Castellon was taken to Bethesda-Chevy Chase 
High School on an afternoon's visit by Dr. 
Ditzler's son. Dr. Castellon said he was com
pletely amazed at the efficiency and serious
ness of · purpose exhibited by the student 
government at B-CC. 

Dr. Castellon said he was deeply grateful 
for all of the advanced technical informa
tion he had acquired in the United States, 
but that he was equally grateful at having 
had the opportunity to visit in American 
homes. He said that no ordinary tourist to 
the United States could ever gain the same 
wonderful impression of the people in this 
country that he was able to by such an in
timate association with them. 

VOICE OF AMERICA 

In March Dr. Castellon was interviewed 
by the Voice of America and his remarks 
were broadcast back to Nicaragua. He ap
peared to have been greatly pleased at hav
ing the opportunity to tell his own people 
so many good things about the United 
States. 

Because of his wonderful experience here, 
Dr. Castellon said, he is certain the Southern 
Maryland Dental Society will have many, 
many applicants when it sponsors another 
visit to this country by a Central American 
dentist 2 years from now. 

[From the Maryland News, May 7, 1964] 
DENTISTS SPONSOR UNIQUE VISIT 

Thanks to a number of local dentists and 
their families, a young Nicaraguan dentist 
:flew back to his homeland Tuesday night 
wiser in the ways of his profession, as well as 
his North American neighbors. 

Dr. Sergio Castellon Barreto had been here 
since February as a guest of the Southern 
Maryland Dental Society. His trip was a 
unique one; and he was an unusual visitor. 

Three years ago when the late President 
Kennedy said his immortal "Ask not what 
your country can do for you, etc.," Dr. Her
bert Bricken, Silver Spring dentist, decided 
upon his own way to answer the President's 
call. His idea to bring a foreign dentist to 
this country for graduate study was adopted 
as a project by the Southern Maryland Den
tal Society and Dr. Bricken, as chairman of 
the program, spent several years arranging 
for the first guest to come. 

Eleven local dentists and their families en
tertained Dr. Castellon as their house guest 
during his 10-week stay here, and countless 
dental institutions opened their doors for his 
further enlightenment. He went home sing
ing praises and left his hosts with impres
sions of a "perfect guest." 

The 27-year-old bachelor from Nicaragua's 
second largest city, Leon, has been on the 
faculty of the National University School of 
Dentistry there for the past 5 years--teach
ing part time and carrying on a general prac
tice as well. His selection to take part in 
the Dental Society graduate study program 
for a foreign dentist climaxed a 2-year period 
during which the committee gathered the 
names of all dental colleges in Central Amer
ica, corresponded with their deans, and dis
cussed the project with World Health Organi
zation representatives and embassy officials. 

Coming from an area where the tempera
ture is normally 60 degrees and up, the young 
dentist arrived during one of our stormiest 
winters. His hosts kept looking at the 
snow-the first he'd ever seen-saying, "Oh 
this will soon melt away," and it did, but only 
briefly. 

Dr. Castellon had rare opportunities. He 
observed private practices here in Mont
gomery County, describing them as "more 
advanced," than those in his country. He 

spent 3 days in the National Institute of Den
tal Research and visited Walter Reed Army 
Medical Center. One week he took a special 
crown and bridge course at Bethesda Naval 
Hospital, and was the only civilian enrolled. 
The doctor visited dental schools at George
town and Howard Universities here, and the 
University of Maryland in Baltimore. He 
saw the Lancaster, Pa., Cleft Palate Clinic 
and observed surgery at Holy Cross and 
Suburban Hospitals in Montgomery County. 

"I gained a better impression with the op
portunity to live here," Dr. Castellon decided, 
speaking English remarkably well. A high 
school course and a smat-tering of preparation 
at the U.S. Embassy's cultural school in his 
country were his only introduction to the 
language. 

"Living in houses with families and friends 
is so much better than staying in a hotel 
like a tourist," he continued. "The peop·le 
are very amiable, friendly. The education of 
the people is wonderful. It has been a real 
honor." 

Among the Montgomery County dentists 
who had him as their houseguest are Joseph 
Applebaum, Marvin Scheldon, Jerome Bern
stein, C. P. Chaconas, N. William Ditzler, 
Marvin Nattel, and Herbert Bricken. He 
spent his first and last weeks with the 
Brickens and the Richard Messers of Prince 
Georges County escorted him to New York 
City for 4 days at the World's Fair. 

Dr. Castellon, Mrs. Bricken revealed, had 
gained certain impressions from the Ameri
can films he saw in Nicaragua. "He thought 
everybody here was divorced," she said, "and 
teenagers did a lot of drinking. He attend
ed a teen party here and found out they 
don't." 

His American friends are going to miss his 
love of music. He sings beautifully, Mrs. 
Bricken commented, and knows all the Latin 
American dances. He played guitar for our 
entertainment, she went on, and the piano, 
xylophone, and harmonica, too. 

A performance of the National Symphony 
at Constitution Hall was Dr. Castellon's 
favorite cUltural experience here, he said, 
but he also enjoyed touring the National 
Gallery of Art and the Smithsonian. "I like 
all kinds of music," he declared, "from the 
best to the Beatles." 

A high point of the visit was a radio in
terview over the Voice of America that was 
taped and transmitted to Central America. 

Dr. Castellon went back home with a store 
of "many new things" he had learned, and 
plans to "make many changes" in his classes. 
His notebooks include new words and new 
people. His dental school will have new 
eqmpment as a result of his trip, too. 

The Southern Maryland Dental Society 
provided round trip transportation and the 
homes in which he stayed. "It has been 
very satisfying for all concerned from the 
standpoint of doing something for our coun
try and for the plain enjoyment involved 
in meeting and entertaining such a fine vis
itor," concluded the local dentists. "We 
urge other component dental societies and 
other professional societies to consider in
stituting similar programs.'' 

INVITATION AND STUDY PLAN FOR FOREIGN 
GRADUATE DENTIST, SPONSORED BY THE 
SOUTHERN MARYLAND DENTAL SOCIETY 

OBJECTIVES 

1. To permit a foreign graduate dentist 
the opportunity of observing dental prac
tices in the United States as the guest of the 
sponsoring dental society. 

2. To aid in our national objective of 
achieving improved international relations, 
through planned dental society action. 

METHODS OF RECRUITMENT OF CANDIDATES 

1. All members of the Southern Maryland 
Dental Society having contact with foreign 
classmates may write these classmates for 
suggested candidates. An application form 

. will be forwarded upon notifying committee 
chairman of interested foreign dentist's name 
and address. 

2. Dr. Mario Chavez, Regional Dental Con
sultant, Pan American Sanitary Bureau, 
Washington, D.C., will cooperate by supplying 
the names of South American Dental So
cieties that have members expressing an in
terest in applying. Application forms will 
be forwarded to the appropriate dental so
cieties. 

3. Deans of a number of South American. 
and Central American dental schools will be 
informed of our program and their aid en
listed in selection of candidates. 

4. Application forms will be forwarded to 
the international dental organizations for 
the proper routing to potential foreign can
didates. 

5. All applications will be reviewed by the 
committee. After selecting several most suit
able candidates, these will be screened 
through the U.S. Department and the candi
dates' respective embassies. The resulting 
group of candidates will be presented to the 
Southern Maryland Dental Society member
ship for final selection. 
EDUCATION FACILITIES AVAILABLE IN SOUTHERN 

MARYLAND AND WASHINGTON, D.C., AREA 

1. The directors of the various Federal den
tal services have commended the plan and 
will cooperate in meeting the educational 
desires of the guest dentist. 

2. The deans of the area dental schools 
have expressed interest and support. 

3. A number of practicing dentists have 
offered to have the visiting dentist spend time 
with them in their offices. 

4. When the final candidate is selected and 
· his wishes are ascertained a definite 3-month 

schedule will be outlined. 
LENGTH OF VISIT AND LIVING ACCOMMODATIONS 

1. The length of stay will be 3 months. 
2. The society's guest will be housed in the 

homes of volunteers of the Southern Mary
land Dental Society for 1 or 2 weeks. The 
schedule of volunteer hosts will be backed 
up by an alternate host list. 

EXPENSES 

1. All expenses, except incidental personal 
expenses, will be borne by the Southern 
Maryland Dental Society and its members. 

MOTHER WRITES ABOUT STUDENT 
AID 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I have 
received many letters over the past few 
months about the Hartke college student 
assistance bill, on which hearings were 
recently completed by the Education 
Subcommittee. A good many such letters 
have come from students or parents. 
One of the more recent is from a South 
Bend mother whose daughter is just now 
graduating from high school. It points 
up the need for the kind of comprehen
sive assistance, including the provision of 
aid for the average student, which my 
bill will give. 

There are those, including Members of 
the Congress, who would prefer to put 
the entire burden of loans upon an ex
panded NDEA program. My bill pro
vides for expansion of that assistance, 
but because of the mushrooming need for 
funds and the necessity for aiding all 
those with the capacity to benefit from 
college, it would make available also a 
Federal guarantee of private loans to 
students much as does the Federal Hous
ing Administration for home loans. 

The letter from Mrs. Ball to which I 
have referred makes clear the fact that 
NDEA cannot do the job adequately in 
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dealing with the average, as compared 
with the high-ranking student. She 
writes that her daughter has been accept
ed at Ball State Teachers College, but 
that when she applied for a loan under 
NDEA she was told that her SAT score 
was too low. Mrs. Ball's letter continues: 

Here is where I disagree with this act. 
• • • There are m.any students who are not A 
students or even B students, but an average 
C student (give me the average student any 
time) except in their chosen field of en
deavor in which they are interested. She, for 
instance, is an average student in everything 
except the sciences, which she gets good 
grades in but does not care for, and music. 

Music is her chosen profession, and she is 
entering college to become a music major 
and wants to be an instrumental music 
teacher. She plays bassoon, saxophone, 
piano and organ. Naturally she has been a 
member of both band and orchestra all the 
way through school and is a straight A stu
dent in this. So I ask, Why should a student 
with a chosen profession be denied aid for 
education, and they say they need teachers, 
just because he or she is not a genius in 
other areas of education? (I wonder how 
many of these geniuses get up at 6 o'clock 
in the morning to get to school to practice 
for marching, concerts, etc. 5 days a week for 
4 years?) 

Mrs. Ball continues to express her 
agreement with my own views, which I 
have repeatedly stated, that the goal 
should be "further education for any
one, regardless of whether it be a trade 
school, technical school, and so forth. 
This is as it should be." She further 
agreed with me that "there should be 
no restrictions as to need as long as the 
loans must be repaid anyway, because 
I don't think anyone would apply for 
such a loan, knowing it must be paid 
back with interest, if they did not need 
to." 

Mrs. Ball concludes with this para
graph: 

My husband and I are 55 and 48 and I 
will have to work to help her (this I will 
gladly do). Having helped our parents on 
both sides for many years, we are just now 
buying our first home, so you can see at our 
age it is not going to be easy. Especially, 
when the time is coming when we should 
be laying something aside for our retirement 
years, so that we do not have to depend on 
our children to help us. 

Mr. President, S. 2490 is needed. The 
existing arrangements for aid to college 
students is inadequate, as this letter so 
clearly demonstrates. I hope that when 
this bill comes before the Senate it will 
be adopted as an answer to the need for 
funds to aid not only the academically 
outstanding but the average student to 
achieve the kind of education needed 
today. 

EIGHTEENTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
FOUNDING OF ITALIAN REPUB
LIC 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

today marks the 18th anniversary of the 
founding of the Italian Republic. On 
June 2, 1946, the people of Italy voted 
to abolish their constitutional monarchy 
and to establish a Republic, the guiding 
principles of which were to be consist
ent with the ideologies of the other west
em democracies. That was indeed a 

meaningful occasion for the people of 
Italy and for all people of Italian ances
try. The observance of this holiday pro
vides an appropriate occasion for free 
people everywhere to pay tribute to the 
remarkable progress made by this young 
Republic in its 18 years of existence and 
to express our appreciation for the many 
contributions which people of Italian 
heritage have made to the enrichment 
of our lives. 

The Italian Republic of 1946 was faced 
with many difficult problems attribut
able to the war and its aftermath. 
Homes and lands had been destroyed. 
Inflation was growing, and unemploy
ment was dangerously high. But the 
courage, determination, and ingenuity of 
the valiant Italian people proved suc
cessful in replacing devastation with 
growth and development, poverty with 
industrial and agricultural expansion, 
and political instability with a govern
ment committed to the democratic prin
ciples which all free men cherish. Italy 
today has become a full partner in the 
activities of the free world, and is an 
important member of the NATO alli
ance, the United Nations, and the Euro
pean Common Market. 

Italian immigrants have made impor
tant contributions throughout the years 
to our American way of life. Many Ital
ians have settled in my home State of 
Massachusetts and have assumed impor
tant positions of trust and responsibility 
in our Commonwealth. Within the past 
decade two men of Italian ancestry have 
served as Governor of Massachusetts. 

On this holiday we commend the peo
ple of Italy for the remarkable strides 
they have made over the past 18 years 
in rebuilding their native land. We take 
this opportunity to wish them continued 
success in their endeavors to bolster 
Italy's economy and strengthen her po
litical foundations. 

INTERNATIONAL WILDLIFE CON-. 
SERVATION CONGRESS SUP
PORTED BY STATE DEPARTMENT 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

last year I introduced Senate Concur
rent Resolution 60, calling on the execu
tive branch of the Government to 
sponsor an international conference 
encouraging cooperative action by the 
nations of the world in behalf of wildlife 
conservation. 

In that resolution and in my accom
panying remarks I pointed out that many 
species of wildlife were threatened with 
extinction. Less than 200 living ex
amples of a number of species of the 
largest animals living in the world today 
are in existence. 

Such a conference would be of par
ticular interest to the less developed 
countries where the bulk of the world's 
remaining wildlife populations are to be 
found. Conservation can bring rewards 
to these nations aside from its intrinsic 
value and its effects on tourism; wildlife 
as a source of meat is being given in
creasing recognition in planning the food 
resources available for increasing popu
lations. 

Those familiar with conditions in 
Africa have stated that proper game 

management can be many times more 
profitable than cattle raising, and wild 
game is not so injurious to the land. 

That was pointed out in the remarks 
accompanying the original joint reso
lution. 

The importance of the conservation of 
the wild game will increase, and the 
United States should provide leadership 
in securing international recognition 
and cooperation for conservation pro
grams. 

I am pleased by the communications 
I have received from conservationists 
expressing support for the goals of Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 60. One 
such letter of support comes from Mr. 
Frank Oatman, Jr., president of the 
Travis County, Tex., Audubon Society; 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

in that letter the Travis Audubon Society 
states that it takes an active interest in 
conservation in Austin, Tex.; in Travis 
County; adjoining counties in the State 
of Texas; the whole United States, and 
every other country in the world. That 
activity shows the worldwide interest 
that conservationists have, however local 
the unit may be. 

Recently, under date of May 6, 1964, 
the Department of State submitted its 
report on Senate Concurrent Resolution 
60 to the Senate Commerce Committee. 
I am pleased by this Department's recog
nition of the need for this type of ac
tion. The Department of State also 
makes constructive suggestions as to the 
possible mechanics of setting up such a 
conference, and suggests that a prelim
inary study be made on such a confer
ence. The Department's reasoning has 
merit and I am carefully considering the 
adoption of their recommendations in 
the resolution I am sponsoring. I ask 
unanimous consent that the report of the 
State Department be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, May 6, 1964. 

Han. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate ana For

eign Commerce, U.S. Senate 
DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: Your letter of 

October 4, 1963, requested comments on Sen
ate Concurrent Resolution 60, a concurrent 
resolution expressing the sense of the Con
gress with respect to the convening by the 
Secretary of the Interior, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, of an interna
tional conference to initiate cooperative ac
tion to further conservation of wild animals 
on a worldwide basis. The conference would 
consider, among other things, action con
trolling imports of commodities chiefly de
rived from wild animals, assistance in es
tablishing training schools and conserva
tion departments, and assistance by the 
United States through use of local currency 
accruing to the United States under Pub
lic Law 480 of the 83d Congress. 

It is the policy of this Department to 
encourage the conservation of wildlife re
sources through any sound and practicable 
means. For example, conservation of wild-
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life resources is of particular concern in 
Africa at present, and our diplomatic and 
consular officers have been requested, in ap
propriate situations, to render such assist
ance as they can in educating j:;he officials 
and populace in the necessity and methods 
of maintaining their irreplaceable natural 
resources and to render any practicable as
sistance to the local government in this 
field. 

Conservation of wildlife resources is im
portant for three principal reasons: esthetic, 
protein food, and tourism. The existence 
of wildlife populations in their natural habi
tat has an intrinsic worth which is con
siderable. However, it is felt that in less 
developed countries the other two reasons 
will be more persuasive. 

The proposed conference might lead to 
positive action for the preservation of the 
endangered wildlife resources of the world. 
For one thing, it might impress upon some 
nations which possess endangered wildlife 
population that such matters are of concern 
to people everywhere, and that the preserva
tion of wildlife population is a matter of 
international prestige. But important as 
this may be, the major impact of such a con
ference might well be to clearly point out 
,to the nations with endangered wildlife 
populations that it is clearly to their own 
economic advantage to conserve their wild
life populations. 

The Department would support the con
ference if convinced that it has a reasonable 
prospect of accomplishing the objectives set 
out above. At present the Department has 
several reservations in this regard. These 
reservations are concerned with the amount 
of interest that there would be in the sub
ject. Would it be possible to obtain sufficient 
representations from the countries where 
most of the products are marketed and from 
the countries where most of" the products 
are produced to provide the basis for agree
ment on a treaty that would be effective in 
world traffic in animals and in animal 
products? It would be highly desirable 
to obtain some evaluation of these matters 
before proposing such a conference. Ac
cordingly, the Department recommends that 
a study be made of the specific objectives 
of the proposed conference, how these ob
jectives might best be realized and the 
likelihood of success of such a conference 
before any final action is taken on the reso
lution. Perhaps the first step should be a 
resolution calling for a study by a competent 
body of the problems facing world wildlife 
and whether these problems might best be 
met through such a conference or through 
other means. 

Such a study as proposed by the Depart
ment might consider, inter alia: 

1. Sponsorship: Wildlife knows no national 
borders, nor are conservation problems lim
ited to any one area. The United Nations 
might, therefore, be considered to be the 
most appropriate body to convene such a 
conference on this worldwide problem. The 
United States would, however, be a most suit
able site for such a conference. Holding a 
conference of this type at one of our great 
national parks would give a clear picture to 
the participants of conservation in action 
and the benefits which accrue therefrom. 

1966, might be the earliest practicable time 
for holding such a conference. 

3. Funding: It is noted that no provisions 
are included in the resolution for funding 
such a conference. If the conference were 
to be held in the United States, even under 
United Nations auspices, certain expenditures 
would be required by the United States as 
host government. 

In conclusion, the Department is favorably 
inclined toward the idea of such a confer
ence, but feels that a suitable study should 
be made to determine its practicability and 
chances of success before any further steps 
are taken toward the convening of any such 
meeting. The committee may wish to con
sider redrafting the resolution to provide for 
such a study. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that 
from the standpoint of the administration's 
program there is no objection to the submis
sion of this report. · 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK G. DUTTON, 

Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. In that report 
the State Department says: 

It is the policy of this Department to en
courage the conservation of wildlife re
sources through any sound and practicable 
means. For example, conservation of wild
life resources is of particular concern 1n 
Africa at present, and our diplomatic and 
consular officers have been requested, in ap
propriate situations, to render such assist
ance as they can in educating the officials 
and populace. in the necessity and methods 
of maintaining their irreplaceable natural 
resources and to render any practicable as
sistance to the local government in this field. 

The State Department further states 
that the interest in wildlife knows nona
tional boundaries, and that conservation 
problems are not limited to any one area. 
Th~y suggest that the United Nations 
might be an appropriate body through 
which to make the study. But the State 
Department recommends that the con
ference be held in the United States, 
possibly in one of our great national 
parks, where a clear picture could be 
given to the participants of conserva
tion in action and the benefits which ac
crue therefrom. 

On the subject of timing, my joint 
resolution, which was introduced last 
year, called for a conference within a 
year. The State Department points out 
that there is not sufficient time to have 
such a conference. It recognizes that 
the conference should be held, but rec
ommends that it be held in 1965. I am 
pleased and grateful that the State De
partment has given much thought to the 
conservation of wildlife and the irre
placeable natural resources all around 
the world. 

The Department is working with ad
vice now. It recommends that the idea 
of an international conference be carried 
out and that plans be made looking for
ward to a conference, possibly in 1965, 
which would be the earliest possible 
practicable date for the conference, and 
perhaps even in 1966. 

I feel that with such support the con-

2. Timing: The Department believes that 
holding such a conference within a year's 
time, as envisaged in the resolution, is not 
practical. A good deal of time would be 
necessary for the preparatory work. Another 
consideration is that an international con
ference on this subject was held in Nairobi, 
Kenya, September 21-23, 1963, sponsored by 
the Internation_al Union for the Conservation 
of Nature and Natural Resources. If a world 
conference were to be called either by the 
United Nations or the United States too soon 
after this conference, it would lose a good 
deal of its impact. Therefore, it is suggested 
that the fall of 1965, or even some date in 

. ference w111 be held and that we shall 
make strides to save the species of great 
animals threatened with extinction, and 
that we shall also make progress toward 
utilization of those portions of the earth 
where there are living large natural wild 
animals which could produce more meat 
per square mile than if the trees were 

bulldozed away and domestic animals 
were put there. 

ExHmiT 1 
TRAVIS AUDUBON SOCIETY, 

Austin, Tex., April 6, 1964. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: The Board Of 
Directors of Travis Audubon Society, in regu
lar meeting Thursday, April 2, voted to 
support your resolution calling on the United 
States to take the lead in convening an 
international conference to discuss ways of 
conserving the world's wildlife. 

Travis Audubon Society takes an active 
interest in conservation in Austin, Tex., in 
Travis County and adjoining counties, in the 
State of Texas, the whole United States and 
in every country of the world. 

We have appreciated the many conserva
tion measures that you have initiated and 
worked for. You have had and will continue 
to have our strong support on all matters of 
conservation. 

Very sincerely yours, 
FRANK OATMAN, Jr., 

President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning bnsiness? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1963 
Tha PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair lays before the Senate the unfin
ished business. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 7152) to enforce the 
constitutional right to vote, to confer 
jurisdiction upon the district courts of 
the United States to provide injunctive 
relief against discrimination in public 
accommodations, to authorize the At
torney General to institute suits to pro
tect constitutional rights in public facil
ities and public education, to extend the 
Cqmmission on Civil Rights, to prevent 
discrimination in federally assisted pro
grams, to establish a Commission on 
Equal Employment Opportunity, and for 
other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments (No. 577) proposed by the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG] to the 
amendments (No. 513) proposed by the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], 
for himself and other Senators, relating 
to jury trials in criminal contempt cases. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cotton 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Gruening 
Hart 

(No. 261 Leg.] 
Hartke 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan, Idaho 
Keating 
Lausche 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
Miller 
Monroney 
Morton 
Mundt 
Muskie 

Nelson 
Neuberger 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Ribicoff 
Saltonstall 
Simpson 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Walters 
Williams, N.J. 
Will1ams, Del. 
Yarborough 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. A quorwn is present. 

Mr. THURMOND obtained the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may speak 
this morning from the desk of the senior 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL
LAN]. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
procedural situation with respect to the 
issue of jury trials and H.R. 7152 pre
sents an illustrative example of the weak
ness of the entire civil rights bill. The 
unprecedented tactics and procedures be
ing followed to secure its passage at all 
costs and irrespective of its lack of merit 
conflict with long-established principles 
of justice. 

The leadership has advised the Senate 
that on Saturday of this week, a peti
tion for cloture under the provisions of 
rule XXII will be filed, and will, there
fore, be the subject of a Senate vote 1 
week from today. From the press ac
counts of the numbers and identities of 
Senators who are shouting that it is time 
to vote, it is conceivable that those vot
ing in the affirmative on cloture would 
be a sufficient nwnber to end debate. I 
do not personally believe this to be the 
case, but from press reports, one might 
be able to so conclude. 

It is significant, Mr. President, that 
with reference to the jury trial, it is not 
the jury trial provision of the 1957 Civil 
Rights Act which the leadership actually 
intends to have written into the bill 
which they hope will be passed by the 
Senate. This is evidenced by the jury 
trial provision contained in the proposed 
substitute bill. 

Mr. President, the procedure with ref
erence to the jury trial issue illustrates 
clearly that the proponents of legisla
tion in this field have learned that their 
proposals cannot stand the dissection of 
extensive debate and that their only hope 
is to enact provisions which will be pre
cluded from extensive debate by the im
position of the gag rule on the Senate 
of the United States. 

The debate on the jury trial provisions 
previously offered has gone on at some 
length and it would be useful to review 
the issues and the various proposals of
fered at this time. 

Through the advent of a combination 
of unfortunate circumstances, a practice 
gained a foothold, and has now grown 
to awesome proportions, by which the 
courts of the United States and of many 
States have proceeded to punish persons 
charged with a variety of types of con
tempt of court without affording to them 
the historical rights of procedural and 
substantive due process, including jury 
trials. The practices of the courts have 
all too often been countenanced and even 
endorsed by the Congress. 

The practice of denying a jury trial to 
a defendant in contempt cases, even in 
cases of indirect criminal contempt, 
stemmed from a real or apparent mis
understanding by the Founding Fathers 
and their immediate successors of the 
status of the common law of England 
with respect to those contempt cases in 
which jury trials were and were not af
forded. In the early days oi our Nation, 

the practice of denying jury trials to 
defendants in all manner of contempt 
proceedings was not of great and 
national moment, for the simple reason 
that contempt proceedings were rela
tively rare and involved matters of slight 
import, with negligible punishments. 

Out of this inauspicious beginning, the 
practice of denying jury trials in all 
types of contempt cases has grown 
into a hideous monster, involving mat
ters of great seriousness with corre
spondingly high penalties and which 
occur with great and increasing fre
quency. The complexity has been con
founded by the disposition of the Con
gress to resort to the expediency of the 
contempt process or the enforcement of 
administrative law, except in those cases, 
of course, where the political repercus
sions of such a course are decidedly dis
advantageous. The exception has oc
curred almost exclusively in laws passed 
with regard to labor unions, and the 
Congress has seen fit to provide that 
both labor unions and members of labor 
unions shall have the advantage of jury 
trials even where remedies provided by 
law involve injunctive proceedings. 

The anachronism of denying a de
fendant a jury trial, even in cases of in
direct criminal contempt, has been the 
divisive subject of two recent Supreme 
Court decisions. The first in point of 
time was Green, et al., against United 
States, decided in 1958, and United 
States against Barnett, et al., the deci
sion in which was handed down on 
April 6 of this year. Both of ·these cases 
resulted in 5 to 4 split decisions by the 
U.S. Supreme Court. From the stand
point of consistency of procedural and 
substantive due process, the Congress 
should long ago have eliminated the star 
chamber summary proceedings which 
have flourished like a thistle on the sur
face of an otherwise cultured lawn of 
laws to protect the rights of individuals. 

Mr. President, the confusion which ex
ists in the state of the law on the subject 
of criminal contempts could have been 
avoided by a simple enactment of Con
gress at any time in the past. As a mat
ter of historical fact, as early as 1896, the 
Senate recognized the need for legisla
tion in this area. On April 30, 1896, the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the U.S. 
Senate reported favorably on S. 2984, a 
bill in relation to contempts of court. 
This bill reads as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That con
tempts of court are divided into two classes, 
direct and indirect, and shall be proceeded 
against only as hereinafter prescribed. 

SEC. 2. That contempts committed during 
the sitting of the court, or of a judge at 
chambers, in its or his presence or so near 
thereto as to obstruct the administration of 
justice, are direct contempts. All other are 
indirect contempts. 

SEC. 3. That a direct contempt may be 
punished summarily without written ac
cusation against the person arraigned, but 
1f the court shall adjudge him guilty thereof 
a judgment shall be entered of record in 
which shall be specified the conduct con
stituting such contempt, with a statement of 
whatever defense of extenuation the accused 
offered thereto and the sentence of the court 
thereon. 

SEc. 4. That upon the return of an officer 
on process or an affidavit duly filed, showing 
any person guilty of indirect contempt, a 
writ of attachment or other lawful process 
may issue, and such person be arrested and 
brought before the court; and thereupon a 
written accusation, setting forth succintly 
and clearly the facts alleged to constitute 
such contempt, shall be filed and the ac
cused required to answer the same, by an 
order which shall fix the time therefor, and 
also the time and place for hearing the 
matter; and the court may, on proper show
ing, extend the time so as to give the ac
cussed a reasonable opportunity to purge 
hi.mself of such contempt. After the answer 
of the accused, or if he refuse or fail to 
answer, the court may proceed at the time 
so fixed to hear and determine such accusa
tion upon such testimony as shall be pro
duced. If the accused answer, the trial 
shall proceed upon testimony produced as 
in criminal cases, and the accused shall be 
entitled to be confronted with the witnesses 
against him; but such trial shall be by the 
court, or, in its discretion, upon application 
of the accused, a trial by jury may be had 
as in any criminal case. If the accused be 
found guilty judgment shall be entered ac
cordingly, prescribing the punishment. 

SEC. 5. That the testimony taken on the 
trial of any accusation of indirect contempt. 
may be preserved by bill of exceptions, and 
any judgment of conviction therefor may be 
reviewed upon direct appeal to or by writ 
of error from the Supreme Court, and af
firmed, reversed, or modified, as justice may 
require. Upon allowance of an appee.l or 
writ of error execution of the judgment 

·shall be stayed, upon the giving of such 
bond as may be required by the court or 
judge thereof, or by any Justice of the Su
preme Court. 

SEc. 6. That the provisions of the Act shall 
apply to all proceedings for contempt in all 
courts of the United States except the Su
preme Court; but this Act shall not affect 
any proceedings for contempt pending at the 
time of the passage thereof. 

This bill drew the distinction between 
direct and indirect contempts and al
lowed for swnmary punishment for direct 
contempts, without a jury trial. How
ever, in cases of indirect contempts, it 
provided for the normal safeguards 
which accrue to a defendant in any 
criminal procedure, including a trial by 
jury upon application of the accused. 

There was considerable debate on this. 
subject on the Senate floor before this. 
measure was finally passed by the Senate. 
It was passed, however, Mr. President, 
and in due course, the Committee on the 
Judiciary of the House of Representa
tives acted on the measure. Instead of 
approving the measure which the Senate 
passed, however, the Judiciary Commit
tee of the House of Representatives re
ported an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for the Senate-passed bill. 
This substitute, although different in 
some degree, contained the same pro
cedural and substantive safeguards, in
cluding the right to a trial by jury for 
indirect contempts, as did the Senate
approved bill. 

Due to the controversy which arose as· 
a result of the House Judiciary Commit
tee's actions, and the lateness of the ses
sion, no final action was taken on this 
measure before the 54th session of Con
gress adjourned, sine die. 

Had the controversy never arisen over 
matters which were purely form rather 
than substance, the law on this subject 
today would be clear and unmistakable. 
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Mr. President, although it is similar in 

nature, the issues as to the denial of jury 
trials which derive by virtue of the pro
visions of H.R. 7152 far exceed in mag
nitude that which has grown up in judi
cial practice since its beginning with an 
obscure and largely misunderstood con
ception of the English common law. 
The provisions of H.R. 7152 bring to bear 
additional factors which make the in
clusion of a provision for jury trials even 
more essential in order to achieve har
mony with the constitutional concept of 
due process. 

H.R. 7152 attempts to create new rights 
for certain citizens. Most of the rights 
which the bill attempts to create, and 
particularly those in the so-called public 
accommodations field and the employ
ment field, had they existed at all in com
mon law, would have fallen into the cate
gory of implied contract rights, for they 
are of this nature. Relations between 
merchant and customer, and between 
employer and employee are contractual, 
although the contract may be implied, 
rather than specific. 

The situation would be . bad enough if 
the bill only attempted to create such 
rights, and went no further. If that 
were the case, the so-called rights created 
by the bill would be enforceable by means 
of private, or civil, litigation. 

Enforcement of the so-called new 
rights would be at the instance of the 
person aggrieved by his commencing a 
civil action against the person who he 
believed violated his rights and caused 
him damage. 

The bill goes much further, however, 
than just attempting to create new 
rights and new contractual responsibili
ties. The bill provides that the new class 
of so-called rights which it creates shall 
be enforced, not by civil actions as is 
normally the method of enforcing con
tractual rights, but by the United States 
through injunctive procedure. 

The effect, Mr. President, is to convert 
what would rationally be a matter for 
civil remedy into a new class of criminal 
prosecutions which utilize the summary 
proceeding of the star chamber. It 
should be emphasized that the abridge
ment of the so-called rights attempted 
to be created by the bill is not specifically 
made into a crime, but a procedure is 
prescribed which will result in criminal 
sanctions to enforce something in the 
nature of a contractual right without 
providing the safeguards of due process, 
including trial by jury, to those accused 
of abridging the so-called rights created 
under the bill. 

Mr. President, the fact that H.R. 7152 
provides that the enforcement of the so
called rights created by the bill will be 
in actions in which the United States 
may bring the suit has special signifi
cance. The fact that the suits will be 
prosecuted by the United States opera-

. ates to circumvent the existing statutory 
provision for jury trials in indirect con
tempt proceedings. The two statutory 
requirements as to jury trials are 18 
U.S.C. 402 and 18 U.S.C. 3691. 

In both statutes, an exception is made 
to the requirement for a jury trial in 
cases where the suit or action is brought 

or prosecuted in the name of the United 
States. 

Thus, Mr. President, the obvious effect 
of H.R. 7152 is to create a ·new type of 
action, which employs star chamber 
proceedings for the enforcement of so
called rights which, if they can exist 
at all, are in the nature of contractual 
rights. 

It was because of this situation that 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL
MADGE], who was joined by several of us 
as cosponsors, offered to the bill amend
ment No. 513. This amendment would 
provide for a jury trial for the defendant 
in all cases of indirect criminal con
tempt, including those arising from H.R. 
7152, without disturbing the well-settled 
authority of the court to deal summarily 
with cases of direct criminal contempt 
and valid cases of civil contempt. 

The line of distinction between the 
types of contempt is well established. It 
is explained clearly in a memorandum 
placed in the RECORD by the Senator 
from Georgia on April 21. That memo
randum states, in part: 

The contempt can be direct (arising out 
of acts committed in the physical presence 
of the court) or constructive (arising out of 
acts committed out of the physical presence 
of the court) . 

There are two types of contempt proceed
ings-civil and criminal. The distinction is 
based on the character and purpose of the 
suit. If remedial, it is civil contempt. If 
punitive, it is criminal contempt. The fol
lowing rules generally apply: 

Criminal: (1) Punitive punishment; (2} 
plaintiff is U.S. Government; (3) imprison
ment for fixed period; (4) fine paid into 
court; (5) proved guilty beyond a reason
able doubt; (6) defendant cannot be com
pelled to testify against himself; (7) case 
cannot be settled out of court. 

Civil: (1) Remedial; (2) plaintiff is the 
original plaintiff in the injunction suit; (3) 
imprisonment only to coerce·; (4) fine is paid 
to plaintiff; (5) proved guilty by a prepond
erance of the evidence; (6) case can be 
settled out of court. 

Mr. President, the language of the 
amendment No. 513 also adheres strictly 
to the established distinction evolved in 
the case law between direct and indirect 
criminal contempts. A direct contempt, 
the trial of which the amendment ex
cepts from the jury trial requirement, is 
one committed in the ''presence" of the 
court. The language of the amendment 
includes the three distinct and separate 
definitions of presence, which are: 
First, actual presence, which means in 
the sight or hearing of the court, under 
such circumstances that the facts are 
known to the judge without confession or 
collateral inquiry; second, such presence 
that includes any place where court or 
grand jury sessions are held, including 
hallways and rooms for witnesses and 
jurors; and third, such presence that 
is sufficiently near to the court to obstruct 
the administration of justice, which 
means within hearing distance of the 
court, but not necessarily under such cir
cumstances that the judge knows from 
firsthand evidence who is responsible for 
the contempt. The exempted direct 
criminal contempt also includes that 
feature of contempt found by Sir John 
Fox to have a firm basis in the common 
law for which summary proceedings were 

applicable; namely, the disobedience of 
any officer of the court of the writ or 
process of court, regardless of the geo
graphical location of the act of diso
bedience in relation to the physical pres
ence of the court. 

The initial jury trial amendment, 
therefore, is the conservative minimum 
consistent with traditional constitutional 
concepts of due process. It is designed in 
such a way as to create no problems with 
enforcement for application, for it is 
based on a well established and histori
cally recognized distinction as to types 
of contempt. 

Faced with the forthright approach of 
amendment No. 513, the proponents of 
H.R. 7152 in the person of the majority 
and minority leaders then offered 
amendment No. 516 as a substitute for 
amendment No. 513. 

This substitute is still pending before 
the Senate. 

In essence, amendment No. 516, offered 
by the leadership, is patterned on the 
atrocious split-level jury trial provision 
incorporated by what was termed a com
promise in the 1957 civil rights bill. 

The 1957 jury trial provision fixed the 
right to a jury trial on the amount of 
severity of the punishment involved. In 
1957, the compromise of the jury trial 
was based on a punishment level of a 
$300 fine or 45 days imprisonment. For 
sentences to be imposed in excess of this 
level of severity, the defendant was re
quired to be afforded a jury trial. He 
was given no right to a jury trial when 
the punishment imposed was of a lesser 
severity. Amendment No. 516, the 
original Dirksen-Mansfield jury trial 
amendment, adhered to the split-level 
design but changed the applicable pun
ishment level from $300 fine and 45 days 
imprisonment to a $300 fine or 30 days 
imprisonment. 

This substitute has also been the sub
ject of debate since it was offered on 
April 24, 1964. In this debate, it has 
been pointed out in some detail, and not 
refuted, that like the 1957 jury trial pro
vision, the Dirksen-Mansfield substitute 
contained in amendment No. 516 is not 
merely a compromise of penalties, but in
deed is a compromise of fundamental 
principles. It is a compromise of tradi
tional and just standards of due process 
of law and the rights of individuals. 

There is no logical basis for making 
the right to a jury trial contingent on the 
severity of the punishment inflicted. 
Conviction and punishment are entirely 
two different matters. The stigma of 
conviction is not mitigated by a light sen
tence, and an unjust conviction is no less 
unjust because the sentence of the court 
is mild. 

If it is unjust for a judge in cases of 
indirect criminal contempt to be vested 
with the power to act as prosecutor, 
judge, and jury, then it is unjust in all 
cases, whatever the sentence of the court. 

The pending substitute amendment, or 
compromise, as it is called, is well named, 
for it is completely compromising. The 
very fact that the amendment has been 
offered is an admission that it is wrong. 
unjust, and out of harmony with the Con
stitution for a person to be denied a jury 
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trial when charged with indirect crimi
nal contempt. The rationale of the com
promise, however, is that a little bit of 
wrong is all right; that a little bit of in
justice is permissible; that it is all right 
if just a little bit of one's constitutional 
rights are denied. 

Yes, Mr. President, compromise is the 
correct and descriptive label for the 
pending substitute amendment. It is not 
a just compromise of the level of punish
ment at which a jury trial will be denied; 
it is a compromise of a fundamental 
principle of justice. 

Judges should either have star cham
ber powers or they should not have such 
powers. Judges should either have the 
power in indirect criminal contempts to 
charge a man with a crime, prosecute 
him for it, conduct his trial, find him 
guilty and impose the sentence, or they 
should not have such power. Justice 
either requires that a man be given a 
jury trial in cases of indirect criminal 
contempt or it does not so require. 

There is no such thing as confining 
justice to the flagrant cases, and permit
ting injustice in the minor cases. If the 
Senate departs from the principle of jus
tice in any case, it commits an injustice. 

After amendment No. 516 had been of
fered by the minority and the majority 
leadership as a substitute for the Tal
madge amendment No. 513, amendment 
No. 577 was offered as an amendment to 
the Talmadge amendment No. 513. Pro
cedurally, it was offered as a perfecting 
amendment to the Talmadge amend
ment, taking priority of consideration 
over the substitute offered by the minor
ity and the majority leadership. 
Amendment No. 577, which is the pend
ing business before the Senate, while it 
maintains and preserves the fundamen
tal right to a trial by jury in cases of 
indirect criminal contempt, as provided 
in the Talmadge amendment, severely 
mitigates the minimum provisions of the 
Talmadge amendment by permitting a 
defendant to demand a jury trial only at 
the risk of being subjected to a more se
vere sentence. 

I, personally, could not support amend
ment No. 577, for I believe the Talmadge 
amendment, which I cosponsored, to be 
the minimum consistent with justice and 
the demands of the constitutional con
cept of due process. Nevertheless, I can 
fully understand the factors which 
prompted the action of both the author 
of amendment No. 577, the Senator from 
Florida, and the Senator from Louisiana 
who offered the amendment. I am sure 
that both the Senator from Florida and 
the Senator from Louisiana would pre
fer the absolute jury trial guarantee- in 
cases of indirect criminal contempt, as 
proposed by the Talmadge amendment to 
the proVisions contained in amendment 
No. 577. From a practical standpoint, 
one cannot overlook the fact that any 
proposal jointly submitted by the mi
nority and the majority leaders of the 
Senate has a distinct advantage, from 
the standpoint of garnering votes, over 
an amendment offered by several south
ern Senators to a civil rights bill, irre
spective of the comparative substantive 
merits of the two amendments. When 
faced with such a situation, I can under-

stand the offering of amendment No. 577 
to weaken the Talmadge amendment ·in 
the hope that in its modified form at 
least the basic right of a defendant to a 
jury trial in cases of indirect contempt 
arising under the provisions of H.R. 7152 
might be secured. 

The Smathers amendment, No. 577, 
provides, as I have said, that in proceed
ings for indirect criminal contempt, the 
accused shall, upon demand, have the 
right of a trial by jury. This amend
ment also provides, however, that if the 
defendant does not demand a trial by 
jury, the sentence of the court upon his 
conviction shall not exceed a fine of $300 
and 30 days. If, however, the accused 
in such a case demands a trial by jury 
and if he is convicted, he subjects him
self, by his demand for a jury trial, to 
a sentence of as much as a $1,000 fine 
and imprisonment of up to 6 months. 

Under this amendment, Mr. President, 
the defendant at least has the option of 
demanding a jury trial, albeit, at the risk 
of subjecting himself to much more 
severe penalty in the event he is col).
victed. 

Mr. President, within the last week, 
the Senate has been put on notice of 
the intention of the minority and the 
majority leaders, together with the whips 
of the minority and the majority, to 
abandon the so-called Dirksen-Mans
field substitute embodied in amendment 
No. 516, which is pending before the 
Senate, in favor of what might be re
ferred to loosely as a jury-trial provision, 
embodied as a part of a package sub
stitute bill printed as amendment No. 
656. The Senate has not been adVised 
as to precisely when it is the intention 
of the minority or the majority leader
ship to call up this substitute bill con
taining this new so-called jury-trial 
provision; but it is quite apparent that 
this substitute will be called up after, 
rather than before, a gag is placed on 
the Senate, in the form of cloture under 
rule XXII. 

Mr. President, from what is reported 
in the news media, one would be led to 
believe that the substitute package con
tained in amendment No. 656, intended 
to be proposed by the majority and the 
minority leaders, is a compromise bill 
which has eliminated the most objec
tionable and oppressive features of the 
House version of the bill. This master
piece of compromise, according to the 
news media, has been accomplished by 
the minority leader, with the consent of 
the leadership of the majority in the 
Senate, and more important, with the 
consent and acquiescence of the nearly 
all powerful-and, if this bill is passed, 
soon to be more powerful-Attorney 
General of the United States. 

This latest jury trial proposal is con
tained in section 1101 of title XI of the 
substitute bill intended to be proposed 
by the leadership of the Senate. This 
section well illustrates the type of com
promise with which the Senate is faced, 
for it deprecates the right of trial by jury 
even worse than did the split-level jury 
trial provision of the 1957 act. 

In this latest proposal, it is the judge 
who in his discretion would have the op
tion of determining whether or not the 
defendant shai.\ be given a jury trial. 

The accused would have no option in the 
matter whatsoever. Indeed, he would 
have no right to an opinion on whether 
he will or will not receive a jury trial. 
The judge would have the option of 
whether he will give the accused a jury 
trial and, therefore, subject him to a 
higher penalty of as much as a $1,000 fine 
and 6 months or whether he will try the 
accused himself without a jury, and 
thereby limit the possible sentence to a 
maximum under this provision of $300 
fine and 30 days imprisonment. 

Conceivably such a provision might put 
a Federal judge in something of a quan
dary. Should he risk an acquittal of the 
accused in order to have the option of 
giving him a more severe penalty, or 
should he try the accused without a jury, 
eliminating the risk of acquittal, and 
thereby be satisfied with imposing the 
less severe sentence upon the accused? 

Mr. President, the leadership's latest 
proposal on jury trial is not just a com
promise; it is a sham. It completely 
ignores the demands of justice and the 
constitutional concept of due process. 
As far as individual rights are concerned, 
it goes backward as compared to what 
has been previously proposed-not for
ward. From the standpoint of potential 
oppression of individual rights, the latest 
proposal does take a great stride forward. 

In essence, the latest proposal by the 
leadership on jury trials would give the 
judge the option to provide a jury, and 
thereby a stiffer sentence in those cases 
which he believed were strong enough 
to get a conviction by a jury. In those 
cases which the judge thought too weak 
to sustain a conviction by a jury, he 
could try the accused himself, find him 
guilty, and punish him less severely. Mr. 
President, no sense of justice plagues the 
concept of this proposal. 

Mr. President, this is typical of the 
compromises contained in the leader
ship's substitute bill in the form of 
amendment No. 656 to be called up after 
cloture is imposed and its iniquitious pro
visions thereby shielded from the bright 
light of extensive analytical debate. 
This substitute will be called up at a time 
when it will be shielded not only from 
the light of debate which would inform 
Senators, but from the light of debate 
which would also inform the American 
public of the travesties on justice which 
it contains. 

Mr. President (Mr. BAYH in the chair), 
the jury trial issue is but one of innumer
able issues of great import to the liberties 
of individuals in the Nation. It has re
ceived more debate in this body than 
possibly any other issue in the bill. 
Nevertheless, it is clear from the an
nouncement of the intention of the lead
ership of its latest proposal that this 
issue of jury trials has itself not been de
bated sufficiently. It would be a sad day 
for America if cloture were invoked and 
debate limited even on this most dis
cussed issue of jury trials. It is my sin
cere hope that the Senate will continue 
to engage in debate on this issue as well 
as the numerous other issues which have 
hardly been touched in debate. 

Mr. President, the Michigan Law Re
view, volume 61, No. 2, published in De
cember 1962, contains an article_ entitled 

• 
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"The Constitution and Contempt of 
Court." In this article, the author, Mr. 
Ronald Goldfarb, discusses the present 
state of the law with regard to contempts 
of court. The author draws the conclu
sion that "the legal treatment of the 
judicial contempt power has created a 
constitutional maze. Peculiar handling 
of a frequently implemented power has 
resulted in a unique body of law." Mr. 
Goldfarb has gone to great lengths in 
gathering material from which this con
clusion is drawn, and I believe this ar
ticle is worthy of the consideration of 
the Senate. I quote: 
THE CONSTITUTION AND CONTEMPT OF COURT 

(By Ronald Go~dfarb) 
I. INTRODUCTION 

The contempt power of American courts is 
as old as our judiciary itself and, while de
rived from historical common law practices, 
is peculiar both to and within American 
law. It is peculiar to American law in that 
other legal systems (not based on the 
English) have no such power of the nature 
or proportions of ours. It is peculiar within 
our system in that no other of our legal 
powers is comparable to contempt in perva
siveness or indefiniteness. Nor does any anal
ogy come to mind of a legal power with the 
inherent constitutional anomalies character
istic of contempt. The contempt power of 
American courts is truly "sui generis," to 
adopt a favorite cliche of our judiciary. 

Few legal devices find conflict within the 
lines of our Constitution with the ubiquity 
of the contempt power. These conflicts in
volve issues concerning the governmental 
power structure such as the separation of 
powers and the delicate balancing of Fed
eral-State relations. In addition, there are 
civil rights issues attributable to the con
flict between the use of the contempt power 
and such vital procedural protections as the 
right to trial by jury, freedom from self
incrimination, double jeopardy, and indict
ment--to name only the most recurrent and 
controversial examples. Aside from these 
problems, there are other civil liberties is
sue·s, such as those involving freedom of 
speech, association, and religion, arising out 
of the exercise of the contempt power. The 
purpose of this article is to present an ex
tensive review of the constitutional prob
lems provoked by the use of the contempt 
power by American courts. 

Most of the constitutional issues concern
ing the courts' contempt power arise from 
both its procedural authorization and prac
tical implementation. A brief outline of con
tempt procedures should assist the review 
which follows: 

While the congressional contempt power is 
presently governed by a single clear statute, 
the judicial contempt power is procedurally 
more intricate, oonfused, and troublesome. 
The power of oourts to punish oontemp:t.s 
early became a settled precedent in English 
common law, though the extent of its appli
cation, historically, is open to question. 
After a brief colonial use of oontempt powers, 
claimed to be inherent in the common law, 
and the formal establishment of the power 
by some state legislatures, the first Federal 
statute concerning contempt of court was 
passed in 1789. This statute gave Federal 
courts the discretionary power to punish 
oontempts as defined by the common law, 
expressly covering misconduct of officers of 
the court, disobedience of process, and mis
behavior in the presence of the court. The 
contemnor was provided with no procedural 
rights and a judge was limited in sentencing 
only by his conscience. This enactment was 
followed 1n 1821 by a second Federal statute 
authorizing a summary, virtually unre
stricted power, albeit with certain specific 
limitations, encompassing the same cate-

gories of conduct as the prtor legislation, 
except that the controversial words "or so 
near thereto as to obstruct the administra
tion of justice" were added with reference 
to the offense of misbehavior in the presence 
of the court. A court's sentencing power is 
in many ways unlimited, and the procedures 
are often summary. Through the years some 
fear has been expressed about the unlimited 
nature of the power. Though few have ad
vocated abolishing the contempt power itself, 
there have been some restrictions in its use 
by both limiting legislation and judicial in
terpretation. 

The Clayton Act of 1914 included a provi
sion guaranteeing the right to a jury trial 
in all criminal contempt cases arising out of 
willful disobedience of any lawful writs or 
orders of the district courts. Further condi
tions required that the contemptuous act 
must be one listed as a Federal or State 
criminal offense in order to fall within this 
provision, and that direct contempts and 
contempts arising out of suits brought by 
the United States be excluded from the 
statute's coverage. These qualifying condi
tions sobered hopes that the new law would 
be labor's Magna Carta by so circumscribing 
the scope of jury rights as to prevent the 
useful and available employment of the jury 
which it was hoped might be accomplished. 

In the next decade, numerous bills were 
presented to Congress calling for liberaliza
tion of the harsh summary contempt pro
cedures, and finally in 1932 the Norris-La 
Guardia Act was signed into law by Presi
dent Hoover. This statute provided for trial 
by jury in indirect contempt cases arising 
out of labor disputes, and disqualification of 
judges personally involved in contempt ac
tions. When the Supreme Court ruled that 
legislation such as this did not violate the 
separation of powers doctrine, several of the 
States followed with similar legislation ame
liorating some of their more stringent con
tempt procedures. Rule 42 of the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure further refined 
the accompanying procedures for prosecution 
of all direct and indirect criminal contempts 
in matters of notice and hearing. 

In 1957, the Civil Rights Act which was 
passed included certain contempt provisions. 
This act, the first major Federal attempt to 
deal with civil rights since post-Civil War 
times, gave injunctive protection to voting 
rights, enforceable through criminal con
tempt proceedings. Use of the contempt 
power was a pivotal issue in passage of the 
act, providing as it did an effective means 
for governmental protection of rights already 
existing but lacking enforceab111ty. Con
temptuous misconduct under this statute 
might arise out of disobedience to subpenas 
issued by the Civil Rights Commission or 
interference with voting rights. The statute 
grants contemnors the right to demand a 
jury trial de novo when their sentence ex
ceeds $300 or 45 days' imprisonment. Other
wise the right to trial by jury is permissive 
and in the court's discretion. 

The courts have also shown some self
consciousness about the exercise of the sum
mary contempt power, and at times have 
limited some of its harshnesses through judi
cial interpretation. Though less direct than 
legislation, this technique has often been as 
effective. For example, it has been noted 
that a strong policy against judicial control 
of the press provoked the Supreme Court to 
interpret the "so near thereto as to obstruct 
the administration of justice" clause of the 
Federal contempt statute in a way which all 
but precludes most constructive contempt 
convictions. This attitude, the antithesis of 
the English treatment, results probably as 
much from distaste for summary procedures 
as from attitudes about the contempt power 
itself. Another example of judicial conserv
atism with the appl1cab111ty of contempt 
procedures may well be evidenced by their 
interpretation of the Federal statute's words 

"officer of the court" not to include attorneys. 
By such an interpretation contempt sanc
tions are given one less subject, though in 
other contexts attorneys are considered offi
cers of the court. Further, courts have cre
ated mystic distinctions between civil and 
criminal, direct and indirect contempts, often 
to avoid or apply specific procedural protec
tions attaching to those various kinds of 
contempts, if in disregard of all other legal 
symmetry. Many of the tenuous judicial 
classifications of contempt appear to have 
been prompted, at least in part, by a desire 
to avoid the summary procedures typical of" 
certain types of contempt. In other more 
isolated instances, courts have gone far to 
interpret statutes and situations in order to 
arrive at more just results, where the con
tempt power, strictly construed, might not 
have clearly directed such results. Thus one 
can note in the present body of contempt 
law a trend toward limiting in specific in
stances the harshness of certain procedures 
customarily used in trying contemnors. 

Beyond the statutory scheme within which 
the contempt power is now operative, the 
greater, more taxing and more vital issues 
concerning limitations of the contempt pow
er lie in the Constitution. As with so many 
important legal issues, it is necessary, in this 
case, to examine those parts of the Constitu
tion which in a number of ways would ap
pear to curb and qualify the contempt power. 

II. TRIAL BY JURY 

The most apparent abridgement of civil 
liberties resulting from current contempt 
practices is the denial of the right of an ac
cused to have a trial by jury. Originally, 
few contempts in this country were tried by 
a jury. Gradually, American courts and leg
islatures, while relentlessly adhering to other 
vestigal common law characteristics of the 
contempt power, have discernibly, if sketch
ily, retreated from an absolute denial of the 
right to a jury trial. Now, all contempts of 
Congress are tried by a jury; so are indirect 
criminal contempts of court if they arise 
out of certain labor disputes, if the act con
stitutes another State or Federal crime, or 
if it arises under the Civil Rights Acts. But 
all direct criminal contempts, the remaining 
indirect criminal contempts, and all civil 
contempts continue to be punished sum
marily. 

A recent decision, Green v. United States 
clearly underscored both the problems with 
respect to the right to trial by jury in crimi
nal contempt cases, and a political dilemma 
which arises out of the judicial dispositions 
of Supreme Court members, affecting the · 
law in general, and contempt law more par
ticularly. The case involved two of the men 
who had been convicted in the celebrated 
New York Smith Act trial for conspiring to 
teach and advocate the violent overthrow of 
the Government of the United States. They 
were sentenced to 5-year imprisonments and 
$10,000 fines. They were released on bail, 
but the court ordered them to appear on a 
set date for execution of their sentences. On 
that date it was discovered that they had 
absconded. They remained fugitives until 
their voluntary surrender 4Y:! years later. At 
that time the United States brought crimi
nal contempt charges against them for will
ful disobedience of the surrender order. 
This action was tried by the district court 
without a jury; they were found guilty and 
were sentenced to an additional term of 3-
years' imprisonment. The Supreme Court 
upheld this conviction and sentence, finding 
no reasons of law, history, or policy which 
would mitigate the egregious offense of the 
defendants. 

No one would seriously suggest that the 
defendant's tardiness ought to have gone 
unsanctloned. The issue which the Green 
decision raised was the extent to which the 
constitutional safeguard of trial by jury is 
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applicable to criminal contempts. Mr. Jus
tice Harlan, who wrote the majority opin
ion, disposed of issues regarding the applica
bility and extent of the contempt power by 
resort to the accepted history and precedent 
surrounding the exercise of this power. Con
flicting constitutional safeguards were dis
missed as being inapplicable. An existing 
bail jumping statute, under which defend
ants might have been tried, was deemed ir
relevant. 

Mr. Justice Black, in a strong dissent, criti
cized the summary nature of the contempt 
power as "an anomaly in the law," ripe for 
"fundamental and searching reconsidera
tion." He called for judicial action which 
would reconcile the existence of a contempt 
power with what he conceived to be basic 
principles of the American form of govern
ment and our Constitution. His principal 
complaint was that the manner in which the 
contempt power is administered denies the 
accused's traditional right to trial by jury, 
ln . his words, the "birthplace of free men." 

This sharp divergence in attitude empha
sizes the vital importance of the membership 
of the Supreme Court in the resolution of. 
legal, political, and even philosophical prob
lems. Statement of such a conclusion un
fortunately comes more easily than accurate 
and thorough description of the precise 
sources of the difference. As well as any 
single legal issue, the review of contempt 
practices crystallizes the existing differences 
in attitude within the recent Court. 

The majority disposition is best attributed 
to Mr. Justice Frankfurter's philosophy con
cerning the nature of judicial power. In 
1924, while a member of the faculty at Har
vard Law School, Professor Frankfurter and 
a colleague published an article which un
earthed much of the academic misconcep
tion about the summary use of the con
tempt power. The clear import of the arti
cle was one of criticism. In fact, in his at
tack upon the historical support for the 
summariness of contempt procedures, Mr. 
Justice Black alluded to this article, and 
noted that the myth of immemorial usage 
as a justification for continuance of the 
practice had been exploded by recent scholar
ship. Yet, Mr. Justice Frankfurter con
curred in the majority opinion in the Green 
case, which upheld the contempt convic
tion, for reasons which he has typically 
-urged. Change, he argued, must come, if 
at all, from the legislature. Courts are in
hibited in this respect, notwithstanding 
their impressions concerning the merits of 
the existing law. He stated that "the fact 
that scholarship has shown that historical 
assumptions regarding the procedure for 
punishment of contempt of court were ill
founded, hardly wipes out a century and a 
half of the legislative and judicial history 
of Federal law based on such assumptions." 
Calling a roll of Supreme Court Justices 
and lower Federal court judges who for 150 
years approved of the summary use of the 
criminal contempt power, and admonishing 
that the Court is not a third branch of the 
legislature, Mr. Justice Frankfurter refused 
"to fashion a wholly novel constutional doc
trine • • • in the teeth of an unbroken 
legislative and judicial history. Citing form
er Mr. Chief Justice Hughes' words-"we do 
not write on a blank sheet"-and never men
tioning the merits or demerits of the doctrine 
at issue, he cast the vote which made his 
views the substance of the majority decision. 

When Mr. Justice Black's attitude about 
those matters deemed crucial by Mr. Justice 
Frankfurter is compared, their differences 
become apparent. After stating his fear of 
the poll tical dangers of the summary con
tempt power arising out of their conflict With 
the Bill of Rights, he urged that the prec
edents mentioned by Mr. Justice Frank
furter should be rejected because they were 
wrong. Though sound policy directs ad
herence to prior decisions, this practice 

should not be so inflexible as to preclude cor
rection of obvious errors. Mr. Justice Black 
suggested that the prime responsibility of the 
courts lies precisely in the exercise of this 
power to reappraise when valued parts of 
the Constitution are jeopardized. 

Mr. Justice Black is usually characterized 
as the leader of that school of Supreme Court 
personnel loosely labeled as liberals or 
judicial activists. Speaking often in dissent, 
this group has been chiefly concerned With 
the substantial effect of any law upon the 
rights and liberties of individuals guaranteed 
by the Constitution in the Bill of Rights. 
The attitudinal conflict Within the Court, 
which often reappears in the garb of legal 
rationales, has had an enormous impact 
upon contemporary American law and society 
in general, and often lies at the heart of 
the contempt decisions of American courts. 

There has been, in the past quarter of a 
century, an increasing inclination to allevi
ate some of the procedural harshness of 
standard contempt procedures. Extension of 
the right to trial by jury has been a fore
most example of this trend. This trend is 
at least in part reflective of generally chang
ing attitudes toward the value of the jury 
method of trial. As with more mundane 
fashions, the vogue toward the value of the 
jury system has had periods of rising and 
falling favor. Critics of the jury system in 
general have been as frequent and as vocif
erous as have been its advocates. Rather 
than digressing to enumerate the arguments, 
it should be only briefly noted that sum
mary contempt procedures are most obnox
ious to those who place faith and importance 
in the libertarian nature of trials by jury. 

It could well be suggested that, mos"t 
peculiarly in contempt cases, the jury has a 
valuable role. First, it permits public par
ticipation in a dispute which is usually of an 
official, governmental character. Public en
lightenment, even if only through jury repre
sentation, has been characterized as an "in
dispensable element in the popular vindica
tion of the criminal law." This hopefully 
encourages popular understanding and ac
ceptance of the administration of justice. 
Second, the jury may serve as an insula
tion between the alleged offender and the 
offended party (who is sometimes his judge 
and sentencer), allowing the jury, in an 
otherwise unlimited, uncontrolled situation, 
to function as a wall against possible abuses 
by governmental powerholders upon indi
viduals. The general public may look with 
skepticism upon a judicial process which 
allows one man to be victim, prosecutor, 
judge, and jury, while, as Mr. Justice Black 
has aptly observed, there is inclined to be less 
false martyrdom where a jury convicts. 
Third, there are subtle subversive poten
tialities in summary criminal proceedings 
other than the direct issues concerning who 
should be the decisionmaker and why. The 
lack of external restraints over the vices of 
summary proceedings was also scored by 
Mr. Justice Black in his dissent to the Green 
decision. The detached review of a contempt 
decision by an appellate court whose mem
bers are sometimes sympathetic to their 
brethren of the lower trial courts, and are 
often hesitant to reverse in absence of clear 
and serious error, is to some viewers an im
potent or idle ceremony. Therefore, the 
original denial of a jury trial is not only 
dangerous in itself, but this danger is com
pounded by being carried up through appel
late levels in the form of an often "cold," 
unreviewable record. Judicial self-restraint, 
as that voiced by Mr. Justice Frankfurter in 
the Green decision, induces lethargy in ap
pellate judicial scrutiny. This has provoked 
Mr. Justice Black to comment that this of
fense, which is inordinately vague and sweep
ing in substantive scope, is now punished 
by the harshest procedures known to law 
and is subject only to token review. 

For better or worse American law has 
adopted the practice of summarily trying 
contempt cases. How, then, can this practice 
be justified in light of our most basic legal 
directives-those found in the Constitution? 
With respect to the right to trial by jury. 
article III, section 2 of the Constitution pro
vides: "The trial of all crimes, except in 
cases of impeachment, shall be by jury.'• 
This particular section was included within 
the early substance of the Constitution as a. 
reflection of" the strong feelings at the time 
of our Nation's birth that the right to trial 
by jury was coequal with, and essential to, a. 
government under law free from tyrannical 
abuse. The deprivation of this right was one 
of the serious grievances which the American 
settlers held against the King. Specific ex
ceptions to this .guarantee were included in 
the Constitution, so that it can be argued 
that the intent was not to exclude contempt 
from this coverage since it is not one of those 
exceptions. This argument is strengthened 
by the fact that contempt is not listed as a. 
special judicial or legislative power in the 
enumeration of the granted powers of those 
governmental branches. Any other conclu
sion respecting this aspect of the contempt 
power is interpretive, and based on less evi
dence. In the Green case, again, Mr. Justice 
Black noted that, although called upon to 
present any available evidence of intent on 
the part of the authors of the Constitution 
or expressed at the original State conven
tions, the Government attorneys in that case 
could find no corroboration for the use of 
summary contempt proceedings. The cases 
during this period do not illuminate this 
uncertainty 

The Bill of Rights twice reaffirmed the im
portance to the people of the right to trial 
by jury. The fifth amendment directs that 
"No person shall be held to answer for a 
capital or otherwise infamous crime, unless 
on a presentment or indictment of a grand 
jury." And the sixth amendment follows, 
declaring: "In all criminal prosecutions, the 
accused shall enjoy the right to a speedy and 
public trial, by an impartial jury." The im
port of this latter constitutional provision 
was applied to the contempt situation in 
these compelling words: 

"The history which gave rise to the con
stitutional provisions guaranteeing the right 
of trial by jury 'is succinctly summ.arized in 
the Declaration of Independence in which 
complaint was made that the Colonies were 
deprived "in many cases, of the benefits of 
trial by jury."' 

"The Constitution provides, 'The trial of all 
crimes • • • shall be by jury.' But those 
fresh from experiences with tyranny were not 
content with this general guarantee, and 
amendments 6 and 7 were promptly adopted, 
the former providing: 'In all [criminal pro
secutions], the accused shall enjoy the right 
to a speedy and public trial, by an impartial 
jury.' The concept of a criminal 'prosecu
tion' is broader than a 'trial' and the addi
tion of the more inclusive term indicates 
a determination to afford the right of trial 
by jury to those subjected to prosecution of 
any sort which might result in fine or im
prisonment. The selection of the language 
of the sixth amendment is hardly explainable 
upon any other postulate.'' 

Nonetheless, contemptuous conduct has 
been excluded :from these constitutional pro
tections and those who have disputed the 
clear meaning of these words have, for the 
most part, prevailed in their unique con
stitutional 1n terpreta tions. 

The right to jury trial is initially depend
ent upon an ability to classify the contemp
tuous act as criminal. Writers, judges, and 
lawmakers have peremptorily brushed aside 
any argument about juries for civil con
tempts with declarations that such proce
dural provisions simply do not apply to the 
ordinary contempt situation. Interestingly, 
even Mr. Justice Black has found no fault 
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with summary procedures for civil con tempts, 
although he has suggested that all criminal 
contempts be tried by a jury. In this former 
:respect, he is not in a minority. Since civil 
contempts most often arise out of equity 
proceedings, the seventh amendment's guar
antee of jury trials in civil matters would 
by its own terms-"in suits at common 
1aw"-be inapplicable. So, civil contemners 
are between two rules. One allows jury trial 
in civil matters arising out of other than 
equity actions. The other guarantees jury 
trial in criminal cases, a category from which 
civil contempts have been exempted, though 
many characteristics of criminal treatment 
attach in those cases. 

With these constitutional provisions in 
mind, as well as the judicial and legislative 
·:fiats concerning contemporary contempt 
practice, an analysis of the propriety of jury 
trial would seem appropriate. Is contempt 
a crime? Is it an infamous crime? Are there 
any valid reasons for applying variant non
jury procedures in this situation? 

The :fifth amendment speaks df "infamous 
crimes." Like the eighth amendment's pro

.hibition of "cruel and unusual" punishments, 
this phrase is subject to changing interpre
tations. In 1885 the Supreme Court, draw
ing upon Lord Auckland's "Principles of 
Penal Law," attempted to impart substance 
into the words "infamous crime." Ruling 
that no U.S. court had jurisdiction 
over infamous crimes unless the fifth amend
ment's conditions precedent of indictment 
and grand jury were fulfilled, the Court set 
up two criteria of "infamy." The first en
tailed an inquiry into whether a conviction 
for that particular crime would result in 
impeaching the credibility of the criminal in 
the future. This is based on an old rule of 
evidence which impugns the credibility of 
testimony given by one who has committed 
:a crime involving moral turpitude or bearing 
on veracity. This test for infamy may be
come circuitous when one presses for defini
tions of moral turpitude. This legal term of 
art is often applied as an ingredient or 
characteristic of more infamous crimes, the 
type which would reasonably connote some 
questionable trait bearing on the probable 
truthfulness of the criminal. Reasonable as 
this rule may be, in the present context it 
leaves one with a formula stating that in
famous crimes be'ar on credib111ty, and crimes 
bearing on credibility are infamous. It leaves 
indeterminant which crimes are by their na
ture infamous, or which aspects of criminal 
behavior bear either upon the infamy of the 
crime or the crediblllty of the criminal. 

The second criterion, whic:h the Court 
adopted as a guide to determine the infamous 
nature of a crime, involved the mode of 
punishment authorized for the particular 
crime. Here again there is less insight af
forded before the fact to esta.bllsh the nature 
of a crime than refiection after the crime 
has been characterized or classified. Since 
in contempt cases, where no constitutional 
or statutory maximums exist, the potential 
extent of the punishment is unlimited, and 
therefore unknown until it is announced, one 
cannot determine at the time of indictment 
whether the crime is infamous or not. This 
phenomenon accounts for the inadequacy of 
the mode of punishment test in classifying 
criminal contempts as infamous. 

The Court has also mentioned that the 
nature of the crime, independent of its 
punishment, determined its characterization 
as infamous. Therefore precedent is only 
partly helpful in determining whether con
tempt, or any crime, is infamous and war
rants the protection of the :fifth amendment. 
What was infamous early in English history 
may not have been so during the period of 
American colonialism, and in turn may or 
may not be so at the present time. Gen
erally, the decisions have held that the pos
sibility that grave punishment could be in
fticted is the test for an infamous crime, and 

the test of grave punishment is the possi
bility of being sentenced to hard labor or im
prisonment. This tautological logic consists 
of little more than holding that an infamous 
crime is infamous, and that infamous crimes 
are treated with punishments worthy of 
infamy. This is of little assistance in cases 
where there is question as to whether a 
crime has been committed, and what the 
sentence will ultlmately be. 

Later decisions appear to have adopted 
the mode-of-punishment test. If a crime 
can be punished by a sentence including im
prisonment or hard labor, it is infamous. 
Again, a contemnor often ·does not know that 
he has committed what a court may later 
decide was a criminal contempt, or what 
his sentence wm be even if he has some no
tion of his contemptibility. It is suggested 
that without employing further semantic 
niceties, it can be fairly concluded that con
tempt qualifies as an infamous crime by any 
reasonable standard which considers either 
the nature of the wrong or the usual gravity 
of the sentence. Contemporary America can 
concern herself with the procedural protec
tion of her people who commit acts for 
which serious and unlimited prison sen
tences can be exacted, and which are as so
cially grave as rationales for the contempt 
power imply. The right to an indictment 
and a grand jury hearing has already been 
recognized in limited contempt situations 
by legislation. Those areas which are not 
now embraced by this protection, other than 
civil contempts, should be. Society is apt to 
lose less by the minor delays and insignif
icant expenses of jury trials than it may 
from the insecurity which :flows from arbi
trary treatment of its citizens. Inexpensive, 
fast, or easy convictions are the aim of nei
ther the Constitution nor the Bill of Rights, 
and in fact are a tri:fiing economy in view of 
the inequities likely to result from such un
restrained governmental tactics. This con
clusion is strengthened by reference to the 
statutory definition of a felony as any offense 
punishable by death or imprisonment for a 
term exceeding 1 year. Contempt fre
quently qualifies under this criterion, as well 
as having all other characteristics commonly 
attributed to crimes. 

The other pertinent constitutional jury 
provisions allow even less latitude. That 
there shall be no tdal without jury admits 
of little interpretation. But the courts have 
ignored this constitutional admonition or 
disregarded it as inapplicable to contempt. 

The distinction between civil and criminal 
contempt has often entailed no more than 
a matter of retrospective classification of 
charatceristics. The courts are as incon
sistent ln their conclusions as they are in 
deciding upon which characteristics to base 
their classification. So, while the Supreme 
Court was saying at one time: "These con
tempts are infractions of law visited with 
the punishment as such. If such acts are 
not criminal we are in error as to the most 
fundamental characteristic of crimes as that 
word has been understood in English speech. 
So truly are they crimes that it seems to be 
proved that in the early laws they were 
punished only by the usual procedure • • • 
and that at least in England it seems that 
they may be and preferable are tried in that 
way." 

At another time it was asserting with 
equal authority and vigor: "If it has ever 
been understood that proceedings according 
to the common law for contempt of court 
have been subject to the right of trial by 
jury we have been unable to find any in
stance of it. It has always been one of the 
attributes---one of the powers necessarily in
cident to a court of justice-that it should 
have this power of vindicating its dignity, 
or enforcing its orders, of protecting itself 
from insult, without the necessity of calling 
upon a jury to assist it in the exercise of this 
power." 

And a still more judicious, if not more 
perplexed Court, was saying about the dicho
tomic difference between criminal and civil 
contempts that "it may not always be easy 
to classify a particular act as belonging to 
either one of these two classes. It may par
take of the characteristics of both." 

The decision last quoted from held that 
contempt was sui generis, possessing the 
qualities of both civil and criminal wrongs. 
Indeed it does. On the authority of prece
dent alone, that Court said that although 
contempt is criminal in nature, it is not 
criminal in the sense that the sixth amend
ment envisions. So concluding, it denied the 
right to a jury trial. This inconsistent, il
logical judicial treatment is not unusual in 
contempt cases. Courts are wont to justify 
their decisions on grounds that contempt is 
peculiar and subject to novel treatment. 
Therefore it may be considered a crime for 
the purposes of the statute of limitations 
and the pardon power, but not for the pur
pose of applying the venue guarantees of the 
sixth amendment. Such ad hoc treatment is 
all too typical. Courts have selectively held 
that contempt is what the Constitution 
meant by a crime in one clause, but not 
what it envisioned in another. All this is 
done with vision bordering on the clairvoy
ant, since the constitutional authors left no 
evidence of their intent in this respect. 

Strong statements like those of Mr. Justice 
Black, if not prevailing as · judicial policy, 
have had some liberalizing effect on the 
courts. Mr. Justice Jackson has written that 
summary punishments must always and 
rightly should be regarded with disfavor. In 
another case, a court wrote: 

"It is abhorrent to Anglo-Saxon justice as 
applied in this country that a man, however 
lofty his station or venerated his vestments, 
should have the power of taking another 
man's liberty from him. 

"Society has always permitted one excep
tion-a limited right of courts to punish for 
contempts. But that right has been grudg
ingly granted, and has been held down uni
formly to the 'least possible power adequate 
to the end proposed.' " 

Mr. Justice Murphy expressed this hesi
tancy in these words: 

"The contempt power is an extraordinary 
remedy, an exception to our tradition of fair 
and complete hearings. Its use should be 
carefully restricted." 

And more recently, a Federal court reit
erated: "The grant of summary contempt 
power • • • is to be grudgingly construed 
so that instances where there is no right to 
a jury trial will be narrowly restricted to the 
bedrock cases where concession of this dras
tic power to the courts is necessary to enable 
them to preserve • • • authority • "' • 
order • • • decorum." 

These three values-authority, order, and 
decorum-are currently tipping the scales 
away from constitutional protection accorded 
criminal defendants, though not without the 
aid of some judges' thumbs. These are the 
overriding interests which courts consider to 
eclipse the established right to jury trial
these and the reverence of prevailing major
ities of the Supreme Court for steady, re
spected precedent. 

This subject was treated long ago by Ed
ward Livingston in his famous work on the 
penal system of New Orleans. In discussing 
the contempt power, he noted that all the 
rationales giving courts broad and indefinite 
contempt powers are based upon necessity. 
This is so even though the power itself is 
repugnant to all the fundamental princi
ples of criminal justice applicable to other 
criminal acts. He pointedly asked what sort 
of conduct would secure a man against a 
vain or vindictive judge. The necessity for 
promoting regard and respect for the judici
ary which Blackstone offered as a justifica
tion for the contempt power-the need for or
der and respect which courts now rely upon 
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as authority for this power-can be gained 
only by impeccable judicial conduct, and not 
always by that. In response to the claims of 
necessity, he wrote: "Not one of the op
pressive prerogatives of which the crown has 
been successfully stripped, in England, but 
was in its day befended on the plea of neces
sity. Not one of the attempts to destroy 
them, but was deemed a hazardous inno
vation." 

Mr. Justice Black emphasized this same 
point in his Green dissent, pointing out that 
"necessary" has come to mean expedient 
rather than indispensable, and is applied 
too loosely to warrant derogation of funda
mental constitutional rights. Quoting with 
agreement the suggestion of Mr. Justice 
Holmes that, where there is no absolute need 
for immediate action, contempts should be 
dealt with like other breaches of law, he 
added that there is actually more of a need 
in the contempt situation for delay to pre
pare and prove a case than an urgency to 
try it immediately. 

Livingston suggested that although courts 
may have a right of self-defense, only society 
as a whole has the right to punish offenses. 
Once the interruption to the court's pro
ceeding ceases, the sovereign should be the 
only one to punish, and then only according 
to the procedures set out in the Constitu
tion. It is not for the individual, or for the 
incorporeal body that is wronged, to punish. 
The sovereign which permits such retribu
tion is radically defective because this gives 
a single party the right to punish. The 
necessity ends, he pointed out, with its own 
self-defense. The punishment should be by 
law alone. Though a governmental body has 
the power of self-defense, the power to pun
ish should be exclusively vested in society as 
a whole, and not in its individual depart
ments. He compared the practices in con
tempt cases with the right of individuals to 
defend themselves against assault. Certainly 
an individual may defend himself. But once 
having defended himself, he cannot punish 
his assailant other than through the orderly 
processes of law. Livingston concluded that 
contempt is less a necessity for the exercise 
of a legal power than an engine for its abuse; 
and though courts should have the right to 
dispel interference with the performance of 
their functions, that power should go no 
farther. 

Still others have argued that the sum
mariness of contempt proceedings is neces
sary because it speeds prosecutions, deters 
misconduct, avoids delay in the Judicial 
process, and promotes the dignity of the 
court. True as these observations may be, 
it is questionable whether in our democratic 
society these expediencies-and this is all 
that they are--are sufficient grounds to ig
nore important procedural safeguards, such 
as the right to jury trial, which are so im
bedded in the democratic way of life and our 
system of justice. And as long ago as 1874 
the Supreme Court held that contempt of 
court is a specific criminal offense, and the 
fine therefor is a criminal judgment. Yet, 
arguments continued, opinions varied and 
exceptions were made, so that now there is 
no clear answer to gain from history. 

The Constitution is specific and clear. 
Criminal contempt should be tried as other 
crimes are-with all procedural guarantees 
protecting the accused. There should be the 
right to a jury trial of the charged con
teinpt. The confusion wrought from vague 
and misleading distinctions between civil 
and criminal oontempts, and the stronger 
policies of protecting individual liberty un
derscore this logical conclusion. _ 

The argument that contempt is of a sui 
generis nature because it has customarily 
been treated peculiarly, and that it is treated 
this way because it is sui generis is of ques
tionable appeal. Clearer views, such as Mr. 
Justice Black's comment in the Sacher case 

that "these contempt proceedings are 'crim
inal prosecutions' brought to avenge an al
leged public wrong" are more directly rea
soned, if not preferable in substance. 

There are instances where an act of con
tempt simultaneously constitutes another 
crime. There, by statute, the defendant is 
entitled to a jury trial. Such laws were prob
ably enacted to avoid the circumvention of 
the right to a jury trial by hasty or angry 
judges, who might treat an ambivalent act 
as a contempt instead of whatever other 
crime it was, in order to apply the stricter 
contempt procedures. How, it could be 
asked, can an act be a crime for so many 
purposes-perjury, bribery, etc.-and sui 
generis for another-contempt? 

When a man is deprived of his property or 
Uberty as punishment for commission or 
omission of an act which is proscribed by 
society, for whatever reason, he is treated 
as a criminal. In contempt cases there are 
no reasons strong enough to override the 
long and well-established policies guarantee
ing the right to be tried by a jury, after in
dictment, and in the ordinary course of the 
law. The Constitution is quite clear in its 
directives in this respect. The policies in
volved go to support, at least in comparative 
value, the Constitution's implications. 

In the Green case, Mr. Justice Black in 
his dissent carefully articulated the argu
ment for reinstatement of jury protections 
in criminal contempt cases. With a direct
ness and clarity that should be the standard 
of all who would follow this view in the fu
ture, he wrote: 

"The power of the judge to infiict pun
ishment for criminal contempt by means 
of a summary proceeding stands as an 
anomaly in the law. In my judgment the 
time has come for a fundamental and search
ing reconsideration of the validity of this 
power which has aptly been characterized by 
a State supreme court as 'perhaps, nearest 
akin to despotic power of any power exist
ing under our form of government.' Even 
though this extraordinary authority has 
slipped into the law as a very limited and 
insignificant thing, it has relentlessly swol
len, at the hands of not unwilling judges, 
until it has become a drastic and pervasive 
mode of administering criminal justice 
usurping our regular constitutional methods 
of trying those charged·with offenses against 
society. Therefore to me this oase involves 
basic questions of the highest importance 
far transcending its particular facts. But 
the specific facts do provide a striking ex
ample of how the procedural safeguards 
erected by the Bill of Rights are now easily 
evaded by the ever-ready and boundless ex
pedients of a judicial decree and a summary 
contempt proceeding. 

"I would reject those precedents which 
have held that the Federal courts can punish 
an alleged violation outside the courtroom 
of their decrees by means of a summary 
trial, at least as long as they can punish by 
severe prison sentences or fines as they now 
can and do. I would hold that the defend
ants here were entitled to be tried by a 
jury after indictment by a grand jury and 
in full accordance w1 th all the procedural 
safeguards required by the Constitution for 
'all criminal prosecutions.' I am convinced 
that the previous cases to the contrary are 
wrong-wholly wrong." 

lit. THE FIRST AMENDMENT 

Some indirect ramlfica tions of the exer
cise of the contempt power raise questions 
relating to provisions of the first amend
ment. All contempts are in the form of 
speech, writings, expressive acts, or inaction. 
The first amendment reads: 

"Congress shall make no law respecting 
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting 
the free exercise thereof; or abridging the 
freedom of speech, or of the press; or the 
right of people peaceably to assemble, and 

to petition the Government for a redress of 
grievances.'' 
A. Problems involving freedom of religion 

A freedom of religion issue arises only in 
a limited number of contempt situations. 
The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania in 1793 
reported that in a case which was tried on 
a Saturday "the defendant offered Jonas 
Ph1llips, a Jew, as a witness; but he refused 
to be sworn, because it was his Sabbath. 
The court, therefore, fined him 10£; but the 
defendant, afterward, waiving the benefit of 
his testimony, he was discharged from the 
fine." In a similar case, the supreme court, 
while recognizing an excuse from swearing 
for Quakers, denied it to a Jew, and found 
him in contempt for refusing to be sworn. 
This type of problem is now somewhat ob
solete since affirmation has been generally 
accepted as a substitute for the court oath. 

Another area of confiict, though not yet 
of serious proportions, has recently been 
before the courts. The Supreme Court of 
Iowa in 1956 dealt with the following situa
tion. A Protestant woman and a Catholic 
man had married, and had had a child. 
They were later divorced, agreeing that the 
mother would have custody of the child and 
would rear him as a Roman Catholic. Years 
later the father sought to have the mother 
punished for contempt because she was rear
ing the child as a Protestant. The trial court 
held the mother in contempt, but suspended 
her sentence, giving her an opportunity to 
purge the contempt by rearing the child as 
a Catholic. This was a civil contempt pro
ceeding to coerce her to act. She appealed 
to the State supreme court on the ground 
that this treatment violated her right to the 
free exercise of religion guaranteed by the 
1st and 14th amendments. The court re
versed the contempt conviction, but on the 
ground that the decree which she had dis
obeyed was too vague and uncertain to war
rant a contempt citation for its breach, thus 
avoiding the constitutional issue raised by 
the first amendment. 

There is some analogous, though indirect, 
precedent to support this first amendment 
defense. Rearing a child in a particular faith 
has been held to be the exercise of a religious 
act by the parent. And the right of custody 
includes the right to dictate the religious 
teachings which one's child will receive. 
Parental agreements concerning the reli
gious education of a child are not so binding, 
in this context, that they cannot be altered 
by one of the parties free from legal censure. 
Those moral inhibitions of personal con
science which may fiow from such an agree
ment have not been considered to be within 
the control of the law. Such a judicial atti
tude involves a proper and natural applica
tion of the principle of governmental non
interference with first amendment rights by 
the courts-applicable to the States through 
the operation of the 14th amendment. 

Precedent such as this does not and ought 
not leave the offended person without a 
remedy; the critical issue is with the nature 
of that remedy. Penal sanctions, such as 
those implicit in the civil contempt power, 
are not proper. The frustrated father may 
still seek the strictly civil, supervisory aid 
of the courts to protect his rights in ways 
less drastic than imprisonment of his spouse, 
or former spouse. Only the gravest social 
necessities should be deemed sufficient to 
warrant governmental curtailment of rights 
of religious activity. Even then it is ques
tionable w~ether the contempt power is the 
most suitable vehicle of control. 

The issue which this problem raises could, 
under the present unpredictable status of 
the contempt power, fission into several tan
gential problems. The Inatrimonial, surro
gate, and juvenile courts are often called 
upon to deal with situations involving ques
tions of religious freedom. Although there 
are numerous instances in which these courts 
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might feel compelled to exercise their con
tempt power, there is no clear-cut resolution 
of the problems raised by the first amend
ment's guarantee of religious liberty by the 
contempt cases to date. Better reason would 
suggest judicial abstinence in this area, at 
least insofar as the exercise of the contempt 
power is concerned. 
B. Problems involving freedom of speech and 

of the press 
The free speech and press decisions in 

which the judicial contempt power has been 
questioned might, by analogy, offer a solution 
to the religious liberty problem. In these 
cases, the courts have adopted a strictly con
strued "clear and present danger" test for 
balancing the exercise of first amendment 
rights with other interests which are often 
augmented by the sanction of the contempt 
power. 

This doctrine gradually evolved from the 
protracted controversy within the Supreme 
Court concerning contempt by press publica
tions in this country. Both the United 
States and England have long wrestled with 
the problem of maintaining a free press con
sonant with a system of fair trials. Often, 
the two goals have conflicted and, presently, 
both countries resolve the conflict by resort
ing, or not resorting, to the same contempt 
power. 

In this country, the contempt by publica
tion problem began as one of interP.retation 
of the Federal contempt statute. ' Courts 
were given the power to punish contempts 
in their presence "or so near thereto as to 
obstruct the administration of justice." This 
clause was first applied in its causal conno
tation. The application of the contempt 
sanction was left to the discretion of the 
judge, who could punish accordingly if a 
publication's commentary had a reasonable 
tendency to obstruct justice. This approach 
was abandoned in 1941, when the Supreme 
Court decided that the quoted words from 
the Federal statute should be interpreted 
in a physical, rather than causal, context. 
Since most press publication occurs neither 
in the presence of the court nor "near there
to" geographically, the power to punish con
temptuous publications was made ineffec
tual. Soon thereafter, the Court acknowl
edged the presence of the first amendment 
issues by adopting and applying Mr. Justice 
Holmes' clear-and-present-danger test to 
press comments about pending cases. This 
approach has been held applicable to the 
contempt powers of both the Federal and 
State courts. Mr. Justice Black has referred 
to the clear-and-present-danger test as "a 
working principle that the substantive evil 
must be extremely serious and the degree of 
imminence extremely high before utterances 
can be punished." · 

The evils envisioned in the contempt by 
publication decisions are disrespect to the 
judiciary and interference with the adminis
tration of justice. Through the years the 
Supreme Court has not allowed the exercise 
of the contempt power in the former in
stance. The rationale has been that judges 
should be above personal attack, and that 
popular respect for the judiciary is less apt 
to be gained from exercise of the contempt 
power than from exemplary judicial conduct 
subject to open criticism. "The assumption," 
Mr. Justice Black noted, "that respect for 
the judiciary can be won by shielding judges 
from published criticism wrongly appraises 
the character of American public opinion." 

Though recognizing the possibility of con
tempt treatment in the second category of 
presumed evils resulting from press com
ments-interference with the administration 
of justice--courts have been chary to find 
the instance where the need to protect the 
fairness of trials overrode the value to be 
gained from permitting free discussion. The 
decisions indicate 'that the courts have been 
more concerned with the conflict between 

the rights to fair trial and freedom of the 
press than with developing a consistent doc
trine with respect to the power to punish 
contempts by publication on theories 1m-

. plicit in the contempt power itself. The 
Supreme Court's formula seems to grant the 
press a virtual immunity from contempt 
rather than resolve its historic struggle with 
the courts. Nevertheless, the actual scope 
of the immunity continues to be uncertain. 

Though the majority of the Supreme Court 
has limited contempt as used against the 
press, a minority of the Court has con
sistently sought a broadening of the scope 
of the contempt power. However, the Court 
has recognized press abuse only under the 
due process clause, where press commentary 
has made a fair trial impossible. Moreover, 
the clear-and-present-danger test has been 
somewhat extended in decisions other than 
those involving the contempt power by em
phasizing the magnitude of the danger of the 
evil as an aspect of its imminence. A change 
in personnel on the Court might tip the 
balance in favor of the minority which has 
been disposed toward extension of the con
tempt power in these cases in emulation of 
the English courts. 

Individuals, on the whole, have not fared 
as well as the institutionalized press in 
avoiding contempt convictions for what 
might otherwise be characterized as an 
exercise of first amendment rights. In one 
decision the Supreme Court upheld the con
tempt conviction of an attorney who dis
obeyed a trial court's admonition to be silent 
about a certain matter in his summation to 
the jury. Mr. Justice Black, for a four-man 
minority, wrote in his dissent to this de
cision: "Fisher having been stopped at one 
point tried another strategy. He was acting 
the role of a resourceful lawyer. The deci
sion which penalizes him for tha,t zeal sanc
tions censorship inside a courtroom where 
the ideals of freedom of speech should flour
ish." 

Another attorney was fined $1,000 and 1m~ 
prisoned by a State court for 6 months for a 
contempt which had consisted of a series of 
critical letters and articles about the State 
judiciary. A television announcer was found 
in contempt for comments made over the 
air concerning parties to a pending divorce 
proceeding in response to personal claims 
made against him in the divorce action. 
The trial court exercised its contempt power 
on the ground that the administration of 
justice had been impaired. A single letter 
to a judge was considered contemptuous, 
while an advertisement by an insurance com
pany concerning excessive verdicts and their 
economic effect was held not to present a 
clear and present danger to the administra
tion of justice. A more recent case dealt 
with an avid segregationist who made a 
rousing speech to 1,500 people urging dis
obedience of Federal court orders relating 
to the integration of Tennessee public 
schools. He spoke in violation of an in
junction against interference with the court's 
integration order. The court upheld a con
tempt conviction, and ruled that the con
duct of the contemnor was not protected by 
the first amendment. Since the right of 
free speech is not absolute, it can be sub
ordinated to legitimate and overriding gov
ernmental objectives. He had created a 
clear and present danger of public disorder, 
and it was held that the first amendment 
did not give him the right to incite others 
to violence. 

The cases in this area are too numerous to 
list comprehensively. Since most disobedi
ence which would constitute a contempt is 
involved in some act which might well come 
within the protection of the first amend
ment, the possibilities of conflict are myri
adal. One can examine any contempt case, 
and the probabilities are high that it in
volves some form of speech when silence was 

appropriate, or silence when speech was 
demanded. 

This problem is most vexing with respect 
to the conduct of lawyers in the course of 
trials. At what point does the proper zeal 
of advocacy end and contumacy commence? 
Althc,ugh, on the one hand, attorneys should 
be given the broadest margin to advocate 
their clients' causes effectively, on the other 
they are representatives of the court with a 
professional interest in the fair and respect
ful administration of justice. 

There is no satisfactory answer to this 
. dilemma, and courts have treated these sit
uations in an ad hoc fashion. Recently, the 
Supreme Court disposed of two such cases. 
In re McConnell dealt with an attorney who 
violated a court order to discontinue an offer 
of proof which the attorney felt in good 
faith was required by the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure. The court summarily 
found him in contempt for obstructing the 
administration of justice. The Supreme 
Court reversed the conviction, stating that a 
lawyer's arguments for his client do not 
amount to contempt of court unless they so 
exceed the line of duty as to constitute an 
obstruction of the performance of judicial 
duties. Surely this line of demarcation is 
so vague and subjective as to provide little 1f 
any reasonable and foreseeable standard or 
guide. The second case, In re Green, dealt 
with an attorney who advised a union client 
to test the validity of a State court injunc
tion because only the NLRB had jurisdiction 
to issue the requested order. The court 
found the a,ttorney in contempt without a 
hearing. The Supreme Court reversed this 
conviction on the ground that it violated the 
due process clause of the 14th amendment, 
and did not reach the 1st amendment issue. 

The status of the individual who claims 
that the first amendment shields him from 
the contempt power of the courts is less cer
tain than is that of the identical person who 
writes the same comments in a newspaper or 
magazine. In such situations the clear-and
present-danger test will usually be applied, 
but with less certain expectation of sym
pathetic judicial reaction. There are no 
clear policies, doctrines, or trends. Analogy 
with the press cases would indicate a liberal 
predisposition since the dangers of inter
ference with proceedings by the press are 
greater than those which might be caused by 
individuals. The courts leniency in the press 
cases has been consistent. The lower courts 
have taken a case-by-case approach in non
press cases, and no cause celebre or prece
dent-setting decision has reached the Su
preme Court which might hint of an estab
lished attitude. Nevertheless, although the 
degree of interference with the administra
tion of justice by an individual would, in 
most cases, be less than that of the ubiquit
ous press, the individual's greater sus
ceptibility to contempt conviction is indi
cated by a study of court decisions. Pos
sibly this is explained by the fact that many 
cases of contempt by individuals arise out 
of personal incidents involving direct af
frontery to the judiciary. There is a danger 
that these convictions may in fact be more 
the result of governmental power being ex
ercised for personal or emotional reasons 
than a desire to foster the efficient adminis
tration of justice. It may, as well, be a 
manifestation of the long-inculcated Ameri
can attitude favoring the judicial power and 
the necessity for contempt law. 

Acceptance of what is now a minority 
view-that first amendment rights are ab
solute-would clearly resolve _ these issues. 
The wisdom as well as the popularity of such 
an attitude is open to question which it is 
not the purpose of this article to include or 
evaluate, except insofar as it affects the pres
ent subject. In the contempt context, it is 
not unreasonable to suggest a complete first 
amendment protection of the press. Since 
judges may be left to private actions for 
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defamatory criticism by the press, and ought 
to be able to withstand nondefamatory 
criticism, the principal reason for the 
contempt power is to protect the fairness 
of the trial itself. This can be accomplished 
in ways calculated to interfere less with vital 
constitutional rights such as freedom of the 
press. In nonpress cases it could be argued 
that the contempt power should be changed 
in this respect too. 

Some distinction between press-published 
comment and other verbal activity might be 
developed, recognizing the right of press or 
individual editorializing or opinion ventur
ing, while outlawing speech which is really 
no more than verbal misconduct of a slan
derous or clearly obstructive nature. This, 
too, provides only a vague standard. 

The thinking and words of Mr. Justice 
Brandeis, as expressed in his famous con
currence in Whitney v. California, echo elo
quently over this issue, as they have over 
others in the intervening years since they 
were uttered. Authority must be reconciled 
with freedom; order should not be exalted 
over liberty. "Order cannot be secured 
merely through fear of punishment for its 
infraction • • • it is hazardous to discour
age thought, hope, and imagination • • • fear 
breeds repression • • • repression breeds 
hate • • • hate menaces stable government 
• • • and the path of safety lies in the op
portunity to discuss freely." 

IV. THE FOURTH AMENDMENT 

The fourtb amendment provides that the 
people have the right to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and effects from un
reasonable searches and seizures, and that 
search warrants shall not issue except upon 
probable cause and with sufficient particu
larity. Fourth amendment defenses have 
been raised indirectly and infrequently in 
contempt of court cases, although such asser
tions in congressional contempt cases indi
cate the existence of some analogies. 

The moving spirit of this constitutional 
provision was the protection of individual 
privacy from governmental trespass, or as 
one court put it, to protect against autocratic 
and despotic action under the color of na
tional authority. The amendment was 
adopted in response to an unhappy English 
and colonial experience with general war
rants and writs of assistance, and was spe
cifically aimed at protecting the interests of 
individual liberty from governmental over
bearing. In words peculiarly applicable to 
the contempt situation, though not so in
tended, one Federal court interpreted the 
policy of this amendment to mean that ex
pediency in law enforcement must yield to 
the necessity of observing individual free
dom. 

It is now settled that Congress and the 
courts may compel unwilling witnesses to 
disclose facts essential to proper govern
mental inquiry and, to that end, may en
force the attendance of witnesses and the 
disclosure of evidence through their subpena 
and contempt powers. In this, they are 
limited only by the general rules of pro
cedure and the Constitution. Where an 
individual asserts his prerogative not to co
operate, these governmental bodies may ex
ercise their contempt powers to punish him, 
or to try to coerce his cooperation. A fourth 
amendment issue may arise where an in
dividual claims that compulsion of his testi
mony or securance of his property amounts 
to a search or invasion of privacy which the 
Constitution prohibits. 

Critical to the issues raised by fourth 
amendment contempt of Congress cases is 
the question whether the amendment's pro
tection encompasses only physical, trespass
like interferences, or whether the scope of 
this provision is broad enough to cover in
direct psychological interferences; such as 
those claimed in first amendment defenses 
to congressional contempt convictions. In 

this sense, the inquiry is directed beyond 
questions relevant to the procedural applica
tion of the contempt power, and is addressed 
more to the substantive effect of its use upon 
rights of privacy in general. Is the amend
ment aimed at physical searches and sei
zures only or, it could be asked, is it broader, 
encompassing an intangible right of person
al ~ecurity-some privacy of person and 
property? 

In contempt of court cases where direct 
physical interference is involved, the applica
bility of fourth amendment defenses is 
clear, whether or not tenable under the cir
cumstances. For example, a contempt of 
court conviction by which judges and clerks 
concerned with a State election were pun
ished for misbehavior in office was upheld 
by the Illinois courts over the objection that 
the trial court violated defendant's fourth 
amendment rights by opening ballot boxes 
and examining tally sheets which were used 
as evidence against them. Here, the asser
tion of the fourth amendment defense is 
obvious. The Government physically took 
things which were used as evidence against a 
defendant. Though the court did not up
hold the defense, its assertion was appropri
ate, and typical of search-and-seizure cases 
in general. 

The mpre indirect effects of the contempt 
power upon fourth amendment rights are 
more obscure, and the issues less clearly de
fined. A recent Federal case, though it dealt 
with a congressional contempt situation, is 
exemplary of the problem. There the de
fendant argued that the threat of the con
tempt power nullified the voluntariness of 
his submission of incriminating evidence. 
Called before a Senate investigating com
mittee, defendant was threatened and led to 
believe that he must testify and incriminate 
himself, or be convicted of contempt for his 
refusal. The defendant surrendered a drawer 
full of papers and books and was thereafter 
.convicted of violation of the lottery laws, the 
conviction being based at least in part upon 

·the evidence he submi,tted. On appeal, the 
defendant claimed that he did not under
stand his alternatives, and therefore his 
presentation of the incriminating evidence 
was really involuntary, and thus was a viola
tion of his fourth amendment rights. On 
appeal, the court of appeals ruled that his 
"freedom of choice had been dissolved in a 
brooding omnipresence of compUlsion. The 
committee threatened prosecution for con
tempt if he refused to answer, for perjury if 
he lied, and for gambling activities if he told 
the truth." The court went on to say: 
"Courts and committees rightly require an
swers to questions. But neither may exert 
this power to extort assent to invasions of 
homes and to seizures of private papers. As
sent so extorted is no substitute for lawful 
process." Concluding that the evidence was 
illegally seized in violation of the fourth 
amendment, the court reversed the convic
tion. The dissenting judge believed that the 
situation was one of proper compulsion, a 
sound feature of the judicial process, and 
not an illegal coercion, and that this did not 
violate the fourth amendment. 

The most profound issue raised-thus far 
unsuccessfully--concerns judicial deter
mination of the outermost reaches of the 
fourth amendment, and the extent of the 
amendment's protection of the right of pri
vacy. Does the fourth amendment protect 
against infringements of a physical nature 
alone, or does it go further to protect people 
against invasions of personal thoughts, as
socia.tions, and property, and from public 
scrutiny and exposure? The defense that use 
of the contempt power violates the right of 
privacy, guaranteed implicitly by the fourth 
amendment, has not thus far met with 
success. 

So far this issue has been dealt with by 
the courts only in the context of congres
sional contempt defenses. In these situa-

tions the courts have consistently held that 
forced disclosure through contempt of Con
gress convictions is not protected by any 
right of privacy which might be implicit in 
the policy of the fourth amendment. In
vestigations prompted by national needs can 
then constitutionally invade an individual's 
right of privacy, at least insofar as the fourth 
amendment is concerned. The decisions to 
date have consistently held that, while the 
fourth amendment includes a right of per
sonal security from physical attack and in
spection and guarantees some element of 
personal sanctity and privacy, a proper legis
lative investigation is not preempted thereby. 

The Federal Rules of Civil and Criminal 
Procedure provide for contempt proceedings 
in case of failure to obey subpenas. It is 
conceivable that the thinking expressed in 
fourth amendment defenses raised in con
gressional contempt cases might prompt the 
assertion of a similar defense to a contempt 
of court conviction. The congressional con
tempt decisions portend similar disposition 
of possible contempt of court defenses 
alleging that forced disclosure or surrender 
of evidence violates a right of privacy pro
tected by the fourth amendment. 

In the recent fiood of congressional con
tempt cases, where all constitutional de
fenses have been raised in defense to com
mittee exposure tactics, the lower Federal 
courts have consistently followed this ap
proach. The mere fact that an individual's 
private affairs are subjected to the public 
gaze has not been considered sufficiently 
serious to bar an otherwise proper legisla
tive inquiry. Still there has been no clear
cut decision by the Supreme Court dealing 
specifically and solely with the fourth 
amendment defense to a contempt convic
tion arising out of a congressional investiga
tion. This defense is often made along with 
the gamut of other constitutional defenses 
which have been typically raised in these 
cases. The Federal courts have usually 
either denied the defenses in toto, or upheld 
the defense on narrow procedural grounds 
or on the basis of limited interpretations of 
a specific amendment other than the fourth. 

The applicability of the fourth amend
ment defense to congressional investigations 
is closely linked with arguments about the 
"exposure" function of legislatures, and the 
general rights of individuals to resist in
quiry into personal matters, exposure of 
which would subject them to unofficial pub
lic condemnation. To this extent the de
fense has been thrown into what at times 
has been a hodgepodge of constitutional 
arguments, all amounting to the position 
that "you can't do this to me" or "there 
must be some constitutional provision to 
protect me." This has caused some un
certainty as to the scope of the fourth 
amendment's provisions. Though the argu
ment, in general, against legislative infringe
ment of conscience or intellectual privacy is 
compelling, the legal rationale is less clearly 
attached to fourth amendment principles 
than revelant to first amendment protections 
of privacy. Rights of privacy implicit in the 
fourth amendment differ from those guarded 
by the first. In the former, the invaded 
privacy is one deriving from a trespass of 
subtle though physical means, such as 
secretly wiretapping or televising speech 
or conduct. However, that right of privacy 
which properly protects persons from public 
ventilation of their spiritual or intellectual 
ideas is more suitably derived from first 
amendment freedoms of speech and associa
tion. To this extent, it would seem that 
right of privacy defenses in these fourth 
amendment cases have been ill advised. 

V. THE FIFTH AMENDMENT 

The fifth amendment provides: 
"No person shall be held to answer for 

a capital, or other infamous crime, unless 
on a presentment or indictment of a grand 
jury • • • nor shall any person be subject 



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12391 
for the same offense to be twice put in jeop
ardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled 
in any criminal case to be a witness against 
himself; nor be deprived of life, liberty, or 
property, without due process of law." 

A. Indictment by grand jury 
The first clause of the fifth amendment, 

requiring a presentment or indictment by 
a grand jury prior to trial for criminal 
offenses, has been mentioned briefiy in con
nection with the discussion of the right to 
trial by jury. The guarantee has been long 
established; it is based upon the idea that 
one should not be put on trial until a body 
of his peers finds probable cause. 

Mr. Justice Gray, while a member of the 
Supreme Court, elaborated on the purposes 
of the Constitution's grand jury require
ment, though not with specific reference to 
the contempt situation. He said that 
"whether a man shall be put upon trial 
for crime without a presentment or indict
ment by a grand jury of his fellow citizens 
depends upon the consequences to himself 
if he shall be found guilty." By this stand
ard, contempt would certainly qualify for 
grand jury protection, since the conse
quences of contempt convictions could be, 
and often are, grave. Mr. Justice Gray went 
further, stating that no congressional decla
ration could defeat this safeguard. Broadly 
considered, the purpose of the clause was to 
limit the legislature as well as prosecuting 
officers. Of course, the grand jury provision 
of the fifth amendment applies only to the 
Federal Government, and not to the States. 
However, most States have similar require
ments in their own laws. 

The Constitution specifically excludes cer
tain classes of cases from the protection of 
the grand jury provision. If contempt was 
meant to be excluded, it is conspicuously 
absent from any manifestation of historical 
intent--in the Constitution or elsewhere. 

Surprisingly, although intermittent vol
leys of criticism have been fired at most 
other contempt procedures, the denial of the 
right to a grand jury hearing has provoked 
little attention or comment. This may be 
because the broad criticisms made of other 
contempt procedures implicitly include this 
argument. For example, if a right to trial 
by jury were allowed, indictments of some 
kind would probably follow a fortiori. If 
not, some of the dangers of its absence would 
be rectified by the jury trial itself. Sui 
generis rationales which are used in answer 
to other, often stronger, complaints about 
summary contempt procedures would un
doubtedly be offered in response to argu
ments that the contemnor should be indicted 
by a grand jury. 

In contempt cases arising out of disobedi
ence to orders of a court, it is not an unusual 
procedure for the action to be commenced 
by an order to show cause. Some courts have 
held that the particularity required of an 
indictment is not necessary for a contempt 
charge, and that technical accuracy is not 
required. In one case of contempt, which 
arose out of the carelessness of a sheriff in 
permitting the escape of his prisoners, the 
contemnor argued that the charge was not 
sufficiently made out in the information 
against him. The court, applying an excep
tion to the general rUle requiring partic
ularity of indictments, denied the defense, 
and approved a fair notice standard for the 
indictment requirement. But even so, such 
cases allowing a casual treatment of indict
ments impliedly conform procedurally to the 
constitutional directive that there be some 
form of indictment or information. 

No case has specifically challenged the 
constitutionality of the practice, in direct 
contempt cases, of deeming the personal 
knowledge and action of the offended judge 
sufficient satisfaction of the indictment-by
grand-jury requirement. In certain cases 
of indirect contempt, and with a contempt 
of Congress, no problem is presented because 

the customary grand jury procedure is re
quired by statute. But in cases of direct 
contempt, and in those cases of indirect 
contempt where the proceedings are com
menced by the court sua span te, by an order 
to show cause or similar procedural means, 
there may be a proper constitutional objec
tion. Of course, civil contempts are ex
cluded from many fifth amendment protec
tions because they are not crimes. Civil 
contempts arise almost spontaneously, and 
are part of the original action out of which 
they developed. 

The contemnor may well be apprised of 
the proceedings against him, even where 
summary procedures are applied. Under the 
present Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
indirect criminal contempts are prosecuted 
by an order to show cause or an arrest order, 
and notice and hearing are guaranteed. How
ever, pleadings may be based on information 
and belief, and direct criminal contempts 
are prosecuted on a certified order of the 
judge. 

On the other hand, that policy of the fifth 
amendment's indictment clause which aims 
at insulating the individual from his Gov
ernment by interposition of a popular group 
of his peers is ignored. This right was 
adopted from the common law and is a man
datory rule in normal Federal prosecutions, 
intended as a substantial safeguard against 
oppressive or arbitrary proceedings. The 
contempt situation involves exactly the kind 
of summary punishing power which this 
provision should cure. It is one of the few 
situations where our Government has been 
so brash as to act in violence of this con
stitutional provision. To allow this clear 
constitutional mandate to be circumvented 
on grounds of expediency is to condone the 
abrogation of an important mandate of the 
Bill of Rights. There is no counterbalanc
ing governmental necessity warranting the 
circumvention of this constitutional right, 
except that which would call for expeditious 
litigation. Hurried justice may be no jus
tice at all. 

B. Double jeopardy 
The policy of the double jeopardy clause 

of the fifth amendment may confiict with the 
contempt power to cause any one of several 
difficult, somewhat mathematical problems. 
The double jeopardy problem can arise in 
two situations--the crossfire and the reit
erated contempt. 

The crossfire situation is presented where 
one act constitutes both contempt and an
other crime, either in the same or another 
jurisdiction. For example, in the case of 
attempted bribery of a witness, the briber 
could be found guilty of contempt and/or 
subordination of perjury, or perjury if he 
was successful in his attempt. One wrong
ful act could then be punished twice. This 
problem is compounded in a case where the 
act of contempt is not a crime in the juris
diction where it is committed, but consti
tutes a separate crime in another jurisdic
tion. From this possibility of crossfire of 
prosecutions arise problems involving dual 
sovereignty, immunity, and double jeopardy. 

The second situation is one of multiplied 
pressures, in which the contemnor is forced 
to reiterate his act of contempt after he 
has been punished for the first act; or where 
one contempt is multiplied by reiteration 
of the same or a similar situation as resulted 
in the first contempt, and the separate 
punishment of each repeated contempt is 
immediately sought. The first situation 
could occur where an individual refuses to 
testify before a court, is sentenced for con
tempt and, after serving his sentence, is 
recalled before the same court, again asked 
the same question, and again sentenced for 
his second refusal. The other situation 
arises where a witness is asked a series of 
related questions, refuses to answer any, and 
is punished separately for each contemp
tuous refusal. In such cases a persistent 

inquisitor could punish a persistent con
temnor indefinitely. 

In considering the applicability of the 
double jeopardy clause to contempt practices, 
it should be noted that the constitutional 
provision is worded in terms of "offenses"
"nor shall any person be subject for the 
same offense to be twice put in jeopardy." 
Though verbally gymnastic critics have side
stepped or passed over other constitutional 
protections in contempt cases, no one has 
gone so far as to suggest that the unique 
act of contempt is not an offense. In fact, 
"offense" is the word usually used to de
scribe contempt. Overcoming that hurdle, 
one can proceed to the substance of the 
clause. 

0. The crossfire of prosecutions 
Mr. Justice Brandeis dealt with the cross

fire situation in a case in which a convicted 
contemnor argued that his conviction for 
contempt of Congress was improper because 
the same act of contumacy was made a crime 
by a special Federal statute. The offense in 
that case could have been punished twice-
once for contempt and again under the stat
ute which made refusing to answer ques
tions or produce papers before either House 
a misdemeanor. Mr. Justice Brandeis dis
missed the argument that the defendant was 
immune from one punishment because of 
the existence of another. He wrote, "Punish
ment, purely as such, through contempt pro
ceedings, legislative or judicial, is not pre
cluded because punishment may also be in
fl.icted for the same act as a statutory of
fense." 

An earlier Court, certain that this power 
would not be used cumulatively, had previ
ously upheld a conviction under a Federal 
statute which made refusal to testify before 
a Senate committee a statutory misdemeanor 
even though the contemnor was subject to 
punishment for contempt of Congress as 
well. At that time Mr. Chief Justice Fuller 
wrote: 

"It is quite clear that the contumacious 
witness is not subject to jeopardy twice for 
the same offense, since the same act may 
be an offense against one jurisdiction and 
also an offense against another; and indict
able statutory offenses may be punished as 
such, while the offenders may likewise be 
subjected to punishment for the same acts 
as contempts, the two being diverso intuitu 
and capable of standing together." 

The theoretical ground for this practice, 
which seems to circumvent precisely those 
results which the double jeopardy clause 
sought to prevent, is quite well settled. 
Where one act is both a contempt and sub
stantive crime, it is an offense against judi
cial authority on the one hand, and against 
the State in general on the other. One pun
ishment then is for an offense against the 
judiciary, and the other for violation of the 
law created by the legislature. 

Another judicial attitude, by which double 
jeopardy objections are avoided, was enun
ciated in United States v. United Mine Work
ers in 1946. There the Supreme Court avoid
ed charges of duplicity by classifying one 
contempt as criminal and another as civil. 
The rationale for this approach was stated, 
though not in a contempt case, in 19-55. Con
gress may impose both a criminal and civil 
sanction in respect to the same act or omis
sion, since the double jeopardy clause pro
hibits merely punishing twice, or attempting 
a second time to punish criminally, for the 
same offense. So again, by its power to clas
sify contempts, a court may avoid double 
jeopardy problems by characterizing one of 
the contempts as civil, though in effect treat
ing it as an offense. 

The more difficult State-Federal jurisdic
tional problem also arises in the context of 
contempt and double jeopardy. Early au
thorities held that one criminal conviction 
would not bar later prosecution for the same 
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offense in another jurisdiction. Similarly, 
contempt actions are not precluded merely 
because the same act constitutes a crime 
such as perjury, bribery, or insubordination 
in a second jurisdiction. Here the individ
ual is subject to double punishment for his 
one act. The misconduct is single; the of
fense to society is single; but the sanotion is 
multiple. Recent statutes have, however, 
granted the right to a jury· trial in some 
instances where one act is both a oontempt 
and another crime. These statutes, while 
preventing a conviotion-minded court from 
circumventing a jury trial by treating an 
otherwise ocdina.ry crime as a contempt, do 
not satisfactorily alleviate the double jeop
·ardy problem. One rationale for allowing 
double punishments in these cases is that 
the social interest which warrants legal pro
tection is dtiferent in contempt cases from 
that which might justify such action in the 
case of another crime. Even though the 
wrongful act is singular, the antisocial ele
ments may be several. Contempt sanctions 
are aimed at misconduct which interferes 
with governmental activity. While kid
naping a witness, for example, is miscon
duct toward the person of an individual, it 
may also involve an interference with Gov
ernment processes, and therefore constitute 
a contempt. The wrongful act is the same, 
but the interests to be protected are different 
and, it is sometimes argued, warrant separate 
treatment. The usual explanation for al
lowing separate prosecutions in separate 
jurisdictions is, however, that the classic 
thought behind the double jeopardy clause 
was to prevent one sovereign from twice 
punishing the same act. It never was 
meant, so the argument goes, to preclude a 
second action by a second sovereign. So, 
one State may prosecute although the Fed
eral or another State government has already 
prosecuted. 

D. The reiterated contempt 
The second area of difficulty involves the 

so-called reiterated contempt. Assuming 
that all other elements were presented in a. 
given contempt situation, could the punished 
contemnor be repunished if adamant in his 
disobedience to the same, though later, order? 
If the underlying justification for contempt 
convictions is the punishment of affronts to 
judicial authority, then a second contempt 
is a separate offense to that authority, al
though predicated on exactly similar facts. 
However, if the reason for using the con
tempt power is to coerce cooperation or deter 
interference with government bodies, then a 
repeated incident comes closer to the double 
jeopardy prohibition. Although it might be 
argued that continuous punishments for in
terference would tend to increase the coercive 
or deterrent force of the particular govern
mental body, the second punishment borders 
on the overbearing power which the Consti
tution proscribes in the double jeopardy 
clause. 

The reiterated contempt situation directs 
attention, perhaps more clearly than any of 
the others involving contempt procedures, to 
the political and philosophical implications 
of this power. A court may want informa
tion. An individual may desire privacy. The 
conflict of the two desires may and often 
does cause, social friction of substantial po
litical consequence. How far can and should 
government go in pressing its collective will 
against the uncooperative, free-willed indi
vidual? Even assuming that government can 
punish an individual's obstructiveness, 
should it be able to repunish for persistence 
of individual adamancy when that individual 
has already been once punished for that 
same characteristic? If so, when, if ever, 1s 
the government curtailed in its insistence? 
The issue is one of policy which should be 
reflected in the manner in which it is re
solved by the law. 

By the preponderance of judicial authority, 
the power of a prosecutor initially to multi-

ply contempts by reiterating similar ques
tions has been limited. In Yates v. United 
States, the defendant was charged with vio
lation of the Smith, Act. After waiving her 
privilege against self-incrimination, she re
fused to answer 11 questions put to her on 
cross-examination. The trial court treated 
each refusal as a separate contempt and sen
tenced her to 1 year in prison for each. Un
der such a system, the only thing insulating 
the defendant from a 100-year sentence is 
the limited stamina of the prosecutor. For
tunately, our system of justice is based on 
sounder principles. The Supreme Court held 
that her refusals constituted only one con
tempt. Refusal to answer many questions 
within one area of refusal, it stated, consti
tutes but a single offense. This concep·t has 
been applied .in some State court decisions, 
but ignored in others. Although lower Fed
eral court decisions had similarly divided on 
this issue, presumably this decision of the 
Supreme Court has resolved the matter. 
Where separate questions seek to establish 
one fact, or relate to a single subject of in
quiry, only one penalty for contempt may be 
imposed for refusal to answer all. 

The recent decision of Uphaus v. Wyman 
involved another facet of the same problem. 
Even though acknowledging that the Gov
ernment may not cause repeated contempt 
citations by reiterating its questions, may 
the frustrated Government officer await the 
fulfillment of sentence for the first contempt 
by the contemnor, and then greet him with 
the same question, threatening another con
tempt conviction if he persists in his refusal? 
The cases have not answered this perplexing 
question. In the Wyman case, the defend
ant refused to answer certain questions be
fore a one-man State investigating commit
tee. He was committed to jail for 1 year. As 
the anniversary of his imprisonment ap
proached, the contemnor and the contemned · 
both indicated that they would repeat the in
cident. An onlooker could only hope that 
one would relent. Neither did, and as his 
final act in office, the attorney general moved 
for the unlimited confinement of the con
temnor. Judge Grant, who ordered the first 
commitment, denied the motion, and Uphaus 
went free. Interestingly, the contempt of 
Uphaus was termed civil throughout all of 
the proceedings, and it arose out of a legis
lative investigation by an executive offioer 
who, upon encountering the contemnor's re
fusal, went to the court for an order, which 
resulted in a contempt of court conviction. 

Analogy with past rationales would prob
ably have supported the second conviction. 
Good reason and mercy would not. Once 
having suffered the punishment for his 
strong and sinoere convictions, the individual 
ought not to be sacrifioed again to overbear
ing officialdom. The Yates decision adds 
weight to this latter attitude. 

The double jeopardy problems indicated 
herein can be readily resolved either by liberal 
construction of the policy of the double 
jeopardy clause, or by the adoption of a stat
ute covering the oontempt problem as a. 
whole, thus treating contempt no better, and 
no worse, than other crimes. 
E. The privilege against self-incrimination in 

the contempt context 
The fifth amendment directs that no one 

shall be forced to testify against himself if 
his testimony would subject him to a crim
inal prosecution. Though this privilege re
lates solely to Federal actions, all States have 
adopted it by their constitution, statutes, or 
judicial decisions. In the contempt context, 
problems may arise in one of two ways. 
First, an individual charged with commission 
of a contempt may refuse to testify on the 
issue of his contempt at the contempt pro
ceeding. Secondly, one may refuse to testify 
about some criminal, noncontempt matter, 
and this refusal itself may be considered a 
contempt. This would include situations 
where the refusal would subject him to crim-

inal action either in the local or in another, 
foreign jurisdiction, and is akin to the cross
fire situation discussed in the double jeopardy 
section. The first class of cases deals with 
the assertion of the privilege against self
incrimination in contempt cases. The sec
ond category concerns the convertibility into 
a contempt of the invocation of the privilege 
against self-incrimination in a noncontempt 
case. 

The fifth amendment's proscriptions are 
phrased in terms of a "criminal case." 
Enough has been written about the important 
ramifications of a judicial classification of a 
given contempt as criminal or civil to war
rant only its briefest mention again here. 
Better reasoning dictates agreement with 
Wigmore that the policy of the privilege 
against self-incrimination should apply to 
the contempt situation. The possible legal 
consequences in the form of punishments of 
fine or imprisonment are reason enough to 
afford this constitutional protection. Wig
more concluded (and, it is suggested, cor
rectly) that distinctions between civil and 
criminal contempts should not be the criteria 
for allowing the assertion of the privilege in 
cases of such basic importance. The a.pp11-
cab111ty of the privilege would better rest on 
its own policies and logic. 

Most States have held the State-established 
privilege applicable to contempt cases. One 
California court stated that "it is funda
mental that requiring a defendant in a. crim
inal case to testify violates his constitutional 
privilege against self-incrimination," and 
that "it is likewise a violation of this priv
ilege to compel a defendant to testify in a 
contempt proceeding." The court resolved 
the classification problem in this manner: 

"Contempt of court is a specific criminal 
offense • • • punished sometimes by indict
ment and sometimes in a summary proceed
ing. In either mode • • • the adjudica
tion • • • is a conviction. The proceeding 
to punish • • • is in the nature of a crimi
nal prosecution. Its purpose is • • • to 
vindicate the dignity and authority of the 
court. It is a special proceeding, criminal 
in character." 

In Gompers v. Bucks Stove & Range Co., 
the Supreme Court ruled, in a Federal crim
inal contempt ca&e, that the alleged con
temnor is entitled to. the protection of the 
privilege, but it avoided approval or rejection 
of the applicab111ty of privilege to civil con
temners. At least one writer has concluded 
that "a defendant in a contempt case, either 
civil or criminal, is entitled to claim the priv
ilege against self-incrimination, and to re
quire that the oontempt be proven against 
him by other witnesses." 

In the category of cases where testimony 
would subject the individual to incrimina
tion for another crime in the same jurisdic
tion, the courts have allowed claims of the 
constitutional protection with respect to de
fense to charges of both contempt of court 
and Congress. 

With the tremendous increase in legisla
tive investigations and the adamant re
sponse of individuals in recent times to con
gressional exposure tactics, the fifth amend
ment's self-incrimination clause has been 
invoked by many individuals as a shield from 
committee harassment. Since the contempt 
power was then subject to judicial review, 
the Federal courts' interpretation of the 
fifth amendment was crucial to the resolu
tion of this individual-legislative committee 
conflict. Originally, these cases turned on 
procedural points such as whether the privi
lege was properly asserted, whether it was 
waived, what is incriminating, and whether 
the witness was apprised of his rights or the 
committee's purpose. The Supreme Court 
went far to extend the appl1cab111ty of the 
fifth amendment in such cases, reflecting a 
policy sympathetic to the protection of in
dividuals. Still, Professor Beck, in his study 
of the congressional contempt power, con-
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eluded that the vitality of the fifth amend
ment in congressional contempt cases was, 
as a practical matter, limited. Its broad 
application, he concluded, did not "presage 
any significant substantive limitations on 
the investigatory power," and t.ts application 
carried "an aura of skepticism toward the 
innocence of the persons who sought re
course to its protections." Perhaps this 
provoked the gradual turn to the first 
amendment as a surer protection from ex
posure and harassment, as suggested in the 
section on that subject. In any event, a 
review of some of the leading fifth amend
ment contempt cases is appropria.te in un
derstanding the background of the more 
recent first amendment era. 

The general rules of immunity and waiver 
were held to apply to contempt cases as well 
as to any other offense. The rule allowing 
assertion of the privilege where the testi
mony sought would only indirectly tend to 
incriminate has also been applied in con
tempt cases. The same rule applies to 
contempt cases arising from the assertion 
of the privilege before grand juries. The 
breadth of the protection of the privilege in 
these cases has been liberally extended by 
the Supreme Court. Not only will the priv
ilege against self-incrimination protect 
against answers that would in themselves 
support a conviction, but also to those which 
would furnish a link in the chain of evi
dence needed to prosecute the claimant for 
a crime. Any language reasonably indicat
ing that the privilege is raised will be suf
ficient to invoke its protection, and commit
tees must clearly apprise individuals about 
the risk of possible prosecution for contempt 
if they do not cooperate, in order to be able 
later to secure a contempt conviction. 

Susceptibility to a noncontempt criminal 
prosecution in another jurisdiction has not 
been accepted as a basis for protection under 
the privilege. Therefore, refusal to answer 
questions, on the ground that the answer 
would subject the witness to prosecution for 
a crime in another jurisdiction, would con
stitute a contempt. 

In 1892, the Supreme Court in broad lan
guage ruled that the self-incrimination 
clause of the fifth amendment precluded 
forced incrimination in any criminal pro
ceeding. "This provision," the Court said, 
"must have a broad construction in favor of 
the right which it was intended to secure." 
The Court held that the object of the self
incrimination clause was to insure that a 
person could not be compelled to be a wit
ness in any investi.gation where his testi
mon y tended to show that he had committed 
a crime. Immunity legislation cannot cir
cumvent this constitutional privilege unless 
it is so broad as t;O have the same extent in 
scope and effect as the privilege. The Court 
stated that "no statute which leaves the 
party • • • subject to prosecution after he 
answers the incriminating question put to 
him, can have the effect of supplanting the 
privilege conferred by the Constitution." 
Tile Court held that only a grant of absolute 
immunity would suffice to preempt this con
stitutional privilege. This decision could 
have been literally construed to mean that 
immunity must be absolute in order to do 
away with the self-incrimination privilege. 
However, the quoted language has been re
strictively interpreted, by resort to its pecu
liar facts, to apply only within one sover
ei.gnty, and not to preclude later prosecution 
in a different jurisdiction. Decisions since 
that time have limited the immunity rule to 
apply only to prevent later prosecuton in the 
granting jurisdiction. In one case a man 
was punished for contempt of a Federal im
migration inspector. He based his refusal 
to respond to questions on the grounds that 
his answers would expose him to Federal 
and State prosecutions. The court of ap
peals remanded, and instructed the lower 
Federal court to advise the witness which 

of his answers would incriminate him under 
Federal law, and then to allow him to refuse 
to answer these, free from contempt sanc
tions. However, those answers which would 
subject him to possible prosecution under 
State laws were not covered by the privilege, 
and unless he purged his offense in this re
spect, he could be punished for contempt. 
This holding is consistent with a long-noted 
and recently accented trend to reduce the 
circumferential protection of the privilege in 
deference to the independence of sister sov
ereigns in matters of criminal justice. This 
policy was thoroughly treated in a recent 
article, where the author properly concluded 
that such a restrictive policy cannot avoid 
"enervating the principle embodied in the 
privilege." However, the policy is not with
out respectable and persistent authority. 

The problem of self-incrimination, immu
nity, and the contempt power, as affected 
by the dual sovereignty concept, was recently 
before the Supreme Court. A prisoner was 
called before a Federal grand jury and of
fered immunity with respect to questions 
which the Federal Government wanted him 
to answer. He refused, urging that his an
swers would subject him to State criminal 
prosecution. The district court found him 
in contempt of court, sentenced him to 2 
years imprisonment, and included a 60-day 
purge clause. Both the district court and 
the court of appeals justified the contempt 
conviction on the ground that Federal im
munity need extend only to susceptibil1ty to 
Federal prosecution, and this it did in the 
case before it. The Supreme Court was faced 
with the contention that older precedent, to 
the effect that the immunity extended only 
to the granting sovereign, should be broad
ened to cover any later prosecution for the 
particular crime in question by any sover
eign. The Court avoided the broad issue, 
and decided the case on the ground that the 
particular immunity statute under scrutiny 
should be interpreted as covering both State 
and Federal prosecution. A dissent noted 
the admixture of civil and criminal aspects 
in the lower court's contempt citation and 
the absence of criminal procedural safe
guards. 

In another case, which questioned a State 
court's contempt conviction based on the 
defendant's claim that State immunity did 
not protect him against later Federal prose
cution, the Supreme Court adhered to the 
concept of federalist division between State 
and National Governments, and upheld the 
conviction. A dissent criticized the uncer
tain posture in which Supreme Court deci
sions had left the matter, noting that the 
current status of the self-incrimination 
clause was such that "a person can be whip
sawed into incriminating himself under both 
State and Federal law even though there is 
a privilege against self-incrimination in the 
Constitution of each. A related problem 
involves the hazardous situation of a wit
ness who is called before a State or Federal 
agency, and ordered to testify. He can tes
tify himself into the jail of another sov
ereign, commit perjury, or remain silent and 
run the risk of imprisonment by the imme
diate sovereign for contempt. 

This view has been vigorously attacked, 
and has often prevailed only by a one-man 
majority of the Supreme Court. The theory 
that the immediate and potential evils of 
compulsory self-disclosure transcend any dif
ficulties that the exercise of the privilege may 
impose on society in the detection and prose
cution of crime seems more compelling than 
historical or academic arguments about the 
original intent of this clause. 

This State-Federal dichotomy is sometimes 
presented in situations where the work of 
one governmental agency invades the prov
ince of another. Such a problem arose in a 
typical case involving a Senate investigation 
of organized crime. Senator Kefauver's com
mittee questioned the defendant about his 

alleged violations of State laws. The defend
ant's refusal to cooperate was based on the 
fifth amendment's self-incrimination clause. 
He was adjudged in contempt. A Federal 
district court ruled that the defendant was 
entitled to immunity against disclosures that 
might incriminate him under State or Fed
eral laws, and, in addition, that the fifth 
amendment precluded a Federal contempt 
conviction where the Federal investigation 
overlapped into matters of State concern. 

The conclusion from these cases may be 
thus summarized. In a contempt case, the 
privilege may be raised as a defense to testi
fying where the testimony would subject the 
individual to a criminal contempt citation. 
It would seem that the privilege may be suc
cessfully raised in refusing to testify in order 
to avoid a civil contempt charge as well. An 
individual may also refuse to testify about 
matters which would subject him to a non
contempt criminal prosecution in the same 
jurisdiction, and this refusal will not be 
deemed a contempt. However, where testi
mony would subject him to noncontempt 
criminal prosecution in another jurisdiction, 
his refusal on self-incrimination grounds 
will be held contemptuous. Yet, where one 
inquiry solicits testimony relating to in
criminating incidents in two jurisdictions, 
defendant may refuse to testify about any 
of the incidents, or demand absolute immu
nity from later prosecution in either juris
diction. 

The essence of the self-incrimination 
clause is that forcing incriminatory evidence 
from an individual is unconscionable, gen
erally resulting in unreliable testimony, and 
that he should therefore be constitutionally 
protected. This policy seems to be dissi
pated by that trend of cases which allows 
prosecutions in a second jurisdiction, based 
on evidence which would be unconstitu
tional if admitted in the jurisdiction wherein 
it was secured. This kind of judicial rea
soning allows individual rights to be sub
jected to circuitous prosecution tactics. If 
the self-incrimination clause is to be given 
more than ceremonious effect, the rule in 
contempt cases should be brought in line 
with the rule which prevails within each 
separate jurisdiction. Otherwise, intergov
ernmental cooperation could emasculate the 
potency of this constitutional protection. 

As with the double jeopardy situation, the 
self-incrimination problem is aggravated in 
contempt cases. The problem of cross-fire 
of prosecutions, as arising in search and 
seizure, double jeopardy and self-incrimina
tion cases, is presently one of the most 
litigated and argued about problems con
cerning constitutional law a11d political 
power. The interjection of the contempt 
power adds another pressure to an already 
explosive situation, by aiming punishment 
at the individual who, not knowing which 
way to turn, elects to stand still. 

F. Due process of law: Proof 
"Summary punishment of contempt is 

concededly an exception to the requirements 
of due process. Necessity dictates the 
departure." 

The due process clause is one which is 
doubly difficult to define. It is as uncertain 
semantically as it is as a direction of legal 
consequence. Its history has been one of 
redefinition according to the dictates of 
changing times and attitudes. Generally, if 
vaguely, it is a requirement for some mini
mum standard of comportment in govern
mental proceedings equivalent with contem
porary concepts of fairness and justness. 
The discussion of the requirements of notice, 
hearing, and representation, in the sixth 
amendment section to follow, establishes 
that many of the specific procedural guar
antees in that amendment have been deemed 
applicable to the contempt situation, but 
under due process rationales. 
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In Cooke v. United States, the Court wrote: 
"Due process of law, therefore, in the prose
cution of contempt, except of that com
mitted in open court, r equires that the ac
cused should be advised of the charges and 
have a reasonable opportunity to meet them. 
This includes the assistance of counsel * * * 
and the right to call witnesses." Indeed, 
several of these rights are now incorporated 
in the F ederal Rules of Criminal Procedure, 
should there be any uncertainty in constitu
tional interpretation with respect to the con
tempt situation. However, there are other 
aspects of contempt procedures which still 
raise serious due process questions. 

One of these problems is the requirement 
of a certain quantum of proof of a contempt. 
Civil wrongs are characteristically proved by 
a preponderance of evidence, while crimes 
demand proof beyond a reasonable doubt. 
However, the Supreme Court has again ap
plied a variant formula to contempt cases, 
and, likening civil contempt to fraud, has 
called for a requirement of clear and con
vincing evidence-exceeding a mere pre
ponderance, but something less than the 
beyond a reasonable doubt test of criminal 
cases. In the case of criminal contempts, 
proof beyond a reasonable doubt is required. 
These two criteria have occasionally been 
applied by Federal courts, which have been 
astute about the rules but hopelessly con
fused about the proper classification of the 
contempt. Again, classification of a con
tempt is the key to an appropriate decision. 

In a recent case, McPhaul v. United States, 
the Supreme Court dealt with this problem. 
The Court was called upon to review a con
viction for contempt of a congressional com
mittee. The defendant asserted that there 
was insufficient proof that subpenaed rec
ords of the Civil Rights Congress (an orga
nization alleged to ·be subversive) were rele
vant to the committee's inquiry, in existence 
or in his possession and control. The trial 
court refused to instruct the jury that they 
must find these three facts to be proved be
yond a reasonable doubt. Instead, the court 
instructed the jury to ignore these facts be
cause if the defendant had legitimate rea
sons for failing to produce the records he 
should have stated the reason for noncom
pliance with the subpena, thus giving the 
defendant the responsibility of coming for
ward with exculpatory evidence. On certi
orari, the majority of the Supreme Court, 
following certain past decisions, upheld the 
contempt conviction. Relying on analogous 
precedent that records kept in a representa
tive rather than a personal capac ty are not 
subject to the personal privilege against self
incrimination, as well as the primacy of the 
House of Representatives' committee work, 
Mr. Justice Whittaker, for the majority, 
agreed that the defendant should have 
proved part of the Government's case against 
himself by cooperating in the gathering of 
evidence for his own future conviction. The 
Chief Justice and Justices Black, Douglas, 
and Brennan dissented on the ground that 
the majority's decision "marks such a de
parture from the accepted procedure de
signed to protect accused people from public 
passion and overbearing officials." The pre
sumption of innocence is shifted by giving 
such a defendant the burden of proof on 
the issue of the willfulness of his refusal. 

This point had been recognized in an 
earlier Federal case. Dealing with similar 
facts, the second circuit overruled a con
tempt conviction pointing out that "the de
fendant can here legally be jailed only for a 
contempt in failing to produce the sought
after books when they are fairly shown to 
be presently within his power and control. 
He cannot legally be jailed for contempt for 
invoking his constitutionally protected privi
lege not to be a witness against himself. 
Admonishing that this case was a step back
ward, the minority in the McPhaul case 
warned: "When it comes to criminal prose-

cutions, the Government must turn square 
corners. If Congress desires to have the 
judiciary adjudge a man guilty for failure to 
produce documents, the prosecution should 
be required to prove that the man • • • 
had the power to produce them." 

The McPhaul case, though turning on what 
appears to be a narrow question of statutory 
interpretation, underscored a very basic con
comitant of the exercise of the contempt 
power: the constant tug between govern
mental power and individual freedom, a phll
osophical and political problem recurring 
again and again in the garb of legal de
cisions in contempt cases. Also, the case 
above deviates from the past Federal court 
treatment of this problem. As far back as 
1894 one Federal judge wrote: "Accusations 
for contempt must be supported by evidence 
sufficient to convince the mind of the trior, 
beyond a reasonable doubt, of the actual 
guilt of the accused, and every element of 
the offense. • • *" 

Yet, where a direct criminal contempt is 
committed, the defendant may be convicted 
upon the sworn statement of the judge 
alone. That statement, it was held, "im
ports absolute verity." The import and grav
ity of this procedure is compounded by the 
fact that the appellate courts have no record 
upon which to base any review and there
fore usually uphold the trial court's discre
tionary conduct. 

All congressional contempts are now prose
cuted pursuant to a Federal criminal stat
ute, and as such require proof beyond a 
reasonable doubt, as with all other crimes. 
The general civil-criminal distinction is 
made concerning proof of contempts of 
court. However, these otherwise clear situ
ations are muddied by interpretations such 
as that in the McPhaul case, and by odd 
classifications of contempts, as well as the 
special way of proving direct and civil 
con tempts. 

G. Due process of law: The judge 
"A fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic 

requirement of due process. Fairness of 
course requires an absence of actual bias." 

Another element of contempt procedures 
which would seem to conflict with the due 
process protection is that whereby the judge 
in a summary proceeding acts as judge, prose
cutor, jury, and sentencer. Often he was 
personally the subject of the contempt. 
This anomalous procedure derives from old 
English practices which were not, and still 
are not, looked at askance. We have seen 
that some o~ these practices have been proved 
to be based upon shaky historical founda
tions. Strictly a produot of the common 
law system, this procedure is astonishing to 
those of the civll law tradition. It is aston
ishing to some common law lawyers, as well. 
Mr. Justice Black wrote in the Green case: 

"When the responsibilities of lawmaker, 
prosecutor, judge, jury, and disciplinarian 
are thrust upon a judge he is obviously in
capable of holding the scales of justice per
fectly fair and true and reflecting impar
tially on the guilt or innocence of the ac
cused. He truly becomes the judge of his 
own cause. The defendant charged with 
criminal contempt is thus denied • • • an 
indispensable element of the due process of 
law." 

The Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 
provide: "If the contempt charged involves 
disrespect to or criticism of a judge, that 
judge is disqualified from presiding at the 
trial or hearing except with the defendant's 
consent." A similar requirement was in
cluded in the Clayton Act, but in some ex
isting contempt situations the judge is still 
not disqualified. 

These provisions, though they apply only 
to indirect criminal con tempts, are eminently · 
proper as far as they go. Federal rule 42 was 
based on the observat'ions of Mr. Chief Jus
tice Taft in Cooke v. United States. There 

he noted the delicate balance which indi
vidual judges must strike in these cases be
tween any impulse toward reprisal, and such 
leniency as would injure the authority of 
the court. He suggested substitution of an
other judge wherever possible. Obviously 
concerned with this problem, Mr. Chief Jus
tice Taft in an earlier opinion had suggested 
this inequity as another ground for extend
ing the pardon power to cover contempt con
victions. 

The Supreme Court has often noted the 
human qualities of judges by which they, as. 
others, are subject to fallibilities and frailties 
such as anger, petulance, and even vengeance. 
Whether judges are made of sterner stu1f 
than other men, and are consequently better 
able to withstand the natural evocations of 
human emotion, has been debated many 
times and in many contexts. Although vari
ant opinions abound, and the problem may 
never be adequately resolved, it is not too 
heretical to suggest that a shift in personnel: 
is more calculated to insure fairness in the 
trial of contempt cases, and that the mere 
donning of judicial robes, and the conscious
ness of an oath taken long ago, may succumb 
to more immediate emotional demands. In 
a case in which he discussed this issue, Mr. 
Justice Frankfurter wrote: "These are subtle 
matters, for they concern the ingredients of 
what constitutes justice. Therefore, justice 
must satisfy the appearance of justice." 

Although one can never know the mental' 
processes by which a judge has acted, it. 
seems more reasonable to conclude that the 
impersonal authority of law is better guarded 
and applied by one who is not himself per
sonally involved in a given conflict. Perhaps; 
the most striking example of this problem 
involves the New York Communist trials in. 
1949. There, Judge Medina and counsel for 
the defense wrangled and fought for 9' 
months during a heated, protracted trial in a 
celebrated political atmosphere. At the con
clusion of the trial, Judge Medina summarily 
sentenced his oontemnors to 6 months im
prisonment. The Supreme Court upheld 
the conviction, but Mr. Justice Frankfurter 
wrote a dissent in which he deplored the 
trial judge's conduct. He included in his 
opinion an appendix of quotations from the 
trial record which indicated the open hos
tility and distaste which the judge and con
temnors had for one another. It would have 
taken godliness in that oase for the judge to 
have acted impartially and with proper de
tachment. Several of Mr. Justice Frank
furter's brethren felt that Judge Medina had 
shown somewhat less than that. 

Greater expansion on the demeritB of 
judging a cause in which one is personally 
interested begs the very obvious. The axiom 
that no man should judge his own cause was 
one early accepted in American law and 
with good reason. This was later applied 
so that a direct, pecuniary interest would 
preclude judicial action. Professor Cahn re
cently noted the anomalous position which 
would have a wealthy judge disqualified on 
the basis of a minor or remote pecuniary in
terest in a cause before his court, while al
lowing him to decide a case which involved 
matters of the deepest, most profound effect 
on his emotional attachments. Not only 
would his interest be likely to affect the is
sue of innocence or guilt of the contemnor. 
but it might also bear on the sentence ex
acted as punishment for the contempt. The 
due process inhibition on judges who are 
interested in proceedings applies to State 
officers as well, by application of the 14th 
amendment. 

Still the Supreme Court has not gone as 
far as it could. It has not ruled that as a 
matter of due process of law a judge cannot 
sit in a case in which he is personally af
fected. It intimated so in Offutt v. United 
States, but that decision was based on the 
Court's supervisory authority over the ad
ministration of criminal justice in the Fed
eral courts-not on due process grounds. 
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This leaves those judges who are so disposed 
to distinguish what could have established 
a. correct rule. 

The Supreme Court has upheld a sum
mary conviction for a direct contempt which 
a.rose out of an altercation between a trial 
judge and defense counsel in a case before 
that judge. Recognizing the difficulty ap
pellate courts have in reviewing such cases, 
yet upholding the conviction, the majority 
of the Court agreed: "In a case of this type 
the transcript of the record cannot convey 
to us the complete picture of the courtroom 
scene. It does not depict such elements of 
misbehavior as expression, manner of speak
ing, bearing, and attitude." Mr. Justice 
Douglas felt that the majority opinion de
prived the defendant of his constitutional 
right of freedom of speech; Justices Rutledge 
and Murphy dissented as well, but on due 
process grounds. 

Of all the complaints about the summari
ness of contempt procedures, the argument 
against having an insulted or at least inter
ested judge preside over the proceedings 
which adjudge and punish the misconduct 
requires the least support. Its moral and 
reasonable sense should not be open to legal 
distinction. Contempt is the only instance 
where such an anomalous practice occurs, 
though there is less reason there than in any 
other case. This injustice is already recog
nized in judicial decisions and by legislation. 
To the extent that this view does not pres
ently prevail, relief should be afforded. 

VI. THE SIXTH AMENDMENT 

The jury trial guarantee of the sixth 
amendment is not the only aspect of that 
constitutional provision which is pertinent 
to a review of contempt practices. The full 
text of the sixth amendment reads: 

"In all criminal prosecutions, the accused 
shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public 
trial, by an impartial jury of the State and 
district wherein the crime shall have been 
committed, which district shall have been 
previously ascertained by law, and to be in
formed of the nature and cause of the ac
cusation; to be confronted by the witnesses 
against him; to have compulsory process for 
obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have 
the assistance of counsel for his defense." 

A. Venue 
In addition to the issue of whether con

tempt proceedings are criminal prosecutions 
and as such merit jury trials (which has al
ready been discussed), the following section 
of the sixth amendment, raising problems of 
venue, is also noteworthy. Before deter
mining where the crime was committed the 
decision-maker is initially belabored with the 
recurrent problem of whether contempt is a 
crime, as envisioned by that section. If it 
is not, of course, there is no sixth amend
ment venue issue. Assuming that it is, as 
good sense and reason would dictate, the 
venue problem may, in a given case, be one 
of constitutional magnitude. 

In 1924 the Supreme Court addressed it
self to the problem of ascertaining the proper 
venue for a contempt proceeding. The de
fendants had violated a court decree of one 
district court by contumacious conduct in 
another district. At the trial, an objection 
to the contempt jurisdiction of the first 
court was made on the ground of the sixth 
amendment's direction that crimes be tried 
in the district where they are committed. 
The Court held that contempts as sui generis, 
not criminal prosecutions within the sixth 
amendment, and that the defendants' con
viction was therefore proper. This authority 
has been followed on the theory that the 
court whose order was disobeyed would not 
have the power to punish the offense if a 
contempt had to be tried where the act was 
committed. Federal statutes provide that 
civil actions will be tried only in a judicial 
district where all defendants reside, subject 
to certain qualifications not important to 

this discussion. The venue provision of the 
sixth amendment is now embodied in the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, as well. 
These are logical rules since in both civil 
and criminal contempts the wrong which is 
committed is directly or indirectly one to 
the court controlling the main action. In 
cases of contempt by publication these rules 
could become awkward. Take, for example, 
the hypothetical case of a California news
paper which publishes a contemptuous ar
ticle about a pending New York proceeding. 
The New York court, having plenary juris
diction over the subject matter, must have 
the controlling power elsewhere as well. The 
contempt is to the New York court, although 
it might seem that the offensive act really 
took place in California. This problem has 
arisen most often in cases involving injunc
tions, where court orders were violated in 
different districts from that of the court 
which issued the order. The decisions have 
uniformly upheld the power of the first court 
to deal with the contempt. It was stated in 
Dunham v. United States: 

"A proceeding for contempt springs out of 
a litigation instituted in a particular court. 
Its principal object is to secure obedience 
to the orders of that court, by punishing as 
a contempt disobedience thereof. It is the 
court whose judgment or order has been 
defied which must try the contempt and 
pronounce judgment. If the place of the 
trial for a crim.inal contempt must be in the 
district where the acts constituting it were 
committed, then where such acts were com
mitted in a different district than that of 
the court whose order has been contemned, 
such court would be powerless to deal puni
tively with the violation of its injunctive 
orders, and the trial and punishment of such 
contempt would have to be by a different 
court than that whose order had been defied. 
This would clearly be an alteration of the 
entire idea of a contempt, and in deroga
tion of the power of a court to deal with vio
lators of its orders." 

The principal policy of the venue section 
of the sixth amendment is to guarantee that 
a person charged with the commission of a 
crime will be tried by his neighbors who are 
familiar with the factual setting, rather than 
by strangers unappreciative of local prob
lems, customs, and values. This central idea 
is maintained in the contempt venue situa
tion, though for slightly different reasons. 
Since a contempt conviction is designed to 
punish an act's ramifications (like judicial 
indignity or inconvenience) rather than the 
act itself (such as writing a letter to a judge, 
or failing to produce a book), it is sensible 
to conclude that the wrong took place where 
the particular ramification resulted, and not 
where the act which initiated that result was 
committed. A jury composed of residents 
of the area in which the affected court pre
sided would be attuned to the problems pre
sented by the case, and aware of the effect 
of the offense. 

B. Speedy trial 
The first section of the sixth amendment 

also speaks about the right to a "speedy 
trial." Is there some statute of limitations 
governing the contempt action? This prob
lem was dealt with in Gompers v. United 
States, in which Mr. Justice Holmes wrote 
an opinion which discussed the time limita
tions for contempt actions. Gompers de
fended himself on the ground that a general 
statutory 3-year time limitation for all non
capital offenses implicitly barred his con
viction for contempt. Mr. Justice Holmes 
ruled that this statutory period was appro
priate, and that formal or rigid legal formu
las for statutory interpretation were to be 
avoided in such vital proceedings. Dismiss
ing an attempt to avoid the application of 
the statute or the Constitution by classify-

ing contempt as a sui generis "offense" not 
quite within the terms of either, he wrote: 

"[P]rovisions of the Constitution are nCJt 
mathematical formulas having their essence 
in their form; they are organic living insti
tutions transplanted from English soiL 
Their significance is vital not formal; it is 
to be gathered not simply by taking the 
words and a dictionary, but by considering 
their origin and the line of their growth. 

"Indeed," he continued, "the punishment 
of these offenses peculiarly needs to be speedy 
if it is to occur." He said by way of dictum 
that it was well that some rule be set out 
dealing with the punishment of this crime, 
by the courts if not by the legislature. 

"The power to punish for contempt must 
have some limit in time, and in defining 
that limit we should have regard to what has 
been the policy of the law from the founda• 
tion of the Government. By analogy if not 
by enactment the limit is 3 years." 

Central to Holmes' thinking was his con
viction that allowing an action to be com· 
menced at any time "would be utterly repug
nant to the genius of our laws." 

In a later contempt case, Mr. Justice Doug
las applied the 3-year statute of limitations 
held applicable by Mr. Justice Holmes, and 
refined the holding by ruling that the statute 
began to run from the time of the contemp
tuous act, and not from the time of the last 
act by which the misbehavior was consum
mated. A 5-year period of limitations fo:t 
the commencement of criminal contempt ac
tions is now guaranteed by a Federal statute. 
A sister statute limits this time to 1 year in 
cases where the contemptuous act also con
stitutes another crime. 

A civil contempt, by its very nature, be
comes extinguished at the termination of 
the action from which it arose. One court 
has said that a district court which issues a 
compensation-oriented civil contempt order 
may, as part of that remedial process, later 
commit to prison where the order is not 
obeyed. However, acts violative of a decree, 
and thereby contemptuous, but occurring 
after the date of the final decree, can be 
punished as a contempt only so far as they 
violate terms of that final decree. Another 
court has gone farther and held that it is 
"within the power of the court to order pun
ishment for such [civil] contempts when
ever the proof was brought to its atten
tion * * * whenever it learns of acts which 
constitute such contempts." This language 
seems unduly broad. Suppose the court 
learned of the contemptuous conduct long 
after it was committed, and after the main 
action from which it arose was completed. 
A civil contempt citation would not only 
violate the policy against the revitalization 
of stale claims, but also would have no rela
tion to the purpose of civil contempt-coerc
ing a certain lawful result. In fact, this 
would seem to constitute a criminal con
tempt sanction. 

C. Notice and hearing 
The general trial procedures which govern 

contempt proceedings are less than uniform, 
and depend again upon a prior classification 
of the particular contemptuous act--here, 
as direct or indirect. This distinction was 
drawn by the Supreme Court in 1888 in a 
case which involved a determination of the 
proper procedures for a contempt committed 
in the presence of the court. The Court first 
stated the proposition that proceedings with
out notice and hearing are not judicial, or 
worthy of respect. It then expounded a spe
cial rule "of almost immemo'l'ial antiquity, 
and universally acknowledged"-that notice 
and hearing are not required, and imprison
ment may immediately follow-vital to per
sonal liberty and ordered society, and appli
cable to direct contempts. The Court adopt
ed this rule, which it felt was based on prece
dent and necessity. 
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"(I]t is a settled doctrine in the jurispru

dence both of England and of this country, 
never supposed to be in conflict with the 
liberty of the citizen, that for direct con
tempts committed in the face of the court, 
• • • the offender may, in its discretion, be 
instantly apprehended and immediately im
prisoned, without trial or issue, and without 
other proof. • • • [S)uch power, although 
arbitrary in nature and liable to abuse, is 
absolutely essential." 

In a later case that same term, the Court 
articulated the rule for indirect contempts. 
Citing the earlier opinion and its rule for di
rect contempts, the Court distinguished in
direct contempts, holding that "whereas, in 
cases of misbehavior of which the judge can
not have such personal knowledge , and is 
[only) informed thereof • • * the proper 
practice is • • • to require the offender to 
appear and show cause why he should not be 
punished." At this proceeding, the Court 
held, the accused should be given notice of 
the charges made, and an opportunity for 
explanation and defense. The particular 
manner of the proceeding, though, is a mat
ter for judicial regulation, so long as "it be 
without oppressiveness or unfairness." 
Thirty-six years later, the Supreme Court 
ruled that these sixth amendment proce
dural rights were equally protected by the 
due process clause of the fifth amendment. 

"Due process of law, therefore, in the 
prosecution of contempt, except of that com
mitted in open court, requires that the ac
cused should be advised of the charges and 
have a reasonable opportunity to meet them 
by way of defense or explanation. We think 
this includes the assistance of counsel, if 
requested, and the right to call witnesses to 
give testimony." 

And so the sixth amendment's rights of 
notice, hearing, and counsel were held ap
plicable to indirect contempts, though direct 
contempts were still permitted to be treated 
summarily, in order to avoid a feared de
moralization of the Court's authority. The 
balance again was judicially tipped in favor 
of judicial security and efficiency over per
sonal liberty and procedural safeguards. 

The problem arose again in 1947. The Su
preme Court was called upon to review a con
tempt conviction arising out of a secret one
man grand jury proceeding held pursuant to 
a Michigan statute. The Court reversed the 
conviction on the grounds that the 14th 
amendment's due process protection included 
such procedural rights as public trial, hear
ing, notice of charges, examination of wit
nesses, and representation by counsel. Al
though the Court was divided in its decision, 
the majority held that these procedural rights 
bound the States as well as the Federal Gov
ernment, even in criminal contempt cases. 

These rights are now covered by Federal 
statute in most situations. For any con
tempt of Congress the accused is allowed all 
rights guaranteed by the sixth amendment. 
A similar situation also exists with respect to 
an indirect crimlna.I contempt of court. For 
direct criminal contempt of court, or civll 
contempt of court, exceptions to the other
wise general rule are made. It is suggested 
that these exceptions are, as a matter of pol
icy, unnecessary, and, as a matter of law, un
constitutional. The reasons advanced in 
support of these exceptional deprivations of 
procedural rights are precedent, judicial self
defense and respect, and efficiency. Any 
legal proceeding, in which an individual may 
be imprisoned (whether for a specified and 
limited time, or more especially where the 
duration is unlimited), or deprived of his 
property in a penal sense, as is the case 1n 
all present contempt situations, should be 
treated as a criminal prosecution as contem
plated by the sixth amendment. All rights 
warranted by that constitutional provision 
should be available to the accused contem
nor. Any loss to society through judicial 
embarrassment, inconvenience, or delay 

would be far outweighed in social values by 
the added dignity of individual freedom and 
the greater respect which would derive from 
a system which consistently recognized these 
constitutional Uberties. This is the liberal 
essence of our constitutional Government, of 
our philosophy of the relation between men 
and law and government. 

VII. THE EIGHTH AMENDMENT 

The eighth amendment provides that "ex
cessive bail shall not be required, nor ex
cessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual 
punishments inflicted.'' 

Mr. Justice Black's sweeping condemnation 
of contempt practices in the Green case also 
included an attack upon the open-end sen
tencing procedure ava ilable in many con
tempt situations. He wrote: 

" [A] s the law now stands there are no 
limits on the punishment a judge can im
pose on a defendant whom he finds guilty 
of contempt except for whatever remote re
strictions exist in the eighth amendment's 
prohibition against cruel and unusual pun
ishments or in the nebulous requirements of 
'reasonableness' now promulgated by the ma
jority." 

And later in that opinion he noted: 
"[I]ts subversive potential • * * appears 

to be virtually unlimited. All 'the while the 
sentences imposed on those found guilty of 
contempt have steadily mounted, until now 
they are even imprisoned for years." 

This constitutional provision has been in
frequently applied and strangely interpre
ted. The phrase "cruel and unusual pun
ishment" first appeared in the English Bill 
of Rights in 1688. Thereafter, it appeared in 
early legal declarations in the United States, 
and finally was adopted as a part of the 
eighth amendment to the Constitution. All 
States have similar constitutional languages. 
Courts, though infrequently visited with 
eighth amendment issues, have not always 
agreed upon its true meaning or applica
tion. Although there is common agreement 
that the original purpose of this clause 
was to allay fears of excessive governmental 
intrusion upon personal liberties by provid
ing a constitutional check, modern courts 
are less. than clear about its interpretation, 
specifically regarding questions such as what 
is cruel, what is unusual, what constitutes 
punishment, and whether civil sentences are 
covered. The predominant view is that the 
clause is aimed only at preventing barbaric, 
torturous punishments. Modern interpre
tations have occasionally gone further, hold
ing that it could be used to relieve sentences 
whose durations were cruel in proportion to 
the wrongful act, as well as in the mode or 
nature of the punishment itself. 

The eighth amendment promises little shel
ter to the contemnor who feels that his sen
tence is onerous. First of all, there is seri
ous question about its appl1cab111ty in civil 
contempt cases. The clause speaks of pun
ishments, and the argument can be made 
that civil contempt sentences are remedial 
devices, not punitive sanctions. In a legal 
sense, punishments are imposed for the com
mission of crimes. In a literal sense, pun
ishment is a penalty, retributive suffering, 
pain or loss. Civil contempt sentences are 
punishments in the latter sense, but not 
necessarUy in the former. 

Occasionally the point has been litigated. 
In a New York case, a husband was im
prisoned for fa111ng to pay alimony to his 
wife. He had suffered financially from the 
depression, and his wife was childless and 
earning her own living. After 2 years and 
7 months in jail, he applied for discharge 
from imprisonment. The court, facetiously 
nominating him "the senior inmate of the 
sheriff's alimony colony," released the con
temnor, noting that the State's cruel and 
unusual punishment provision need not be 
limited to "barbarities," but should be con
strued as a "forward-looking and progressive 
declaration of principle." Critical of the rule 

which would confine the merciful applica
tion of the clause to criminal contempts 
while denying it in harsher civil contempt 
cases, the court wrote: 

"Under these sections if an intruder dis
turbs the serenity of a courtroom • • • the 
limits of judicial displeasure are circum
scribed by statute. • * • However, let a 
waspish woman pluck the sleeve of the ju
dicial gown • • • and t~is temperate re
straint is immediately cast aside, and the 
delinquent spouse faces the possibility of 
unending imprisonment. • • • This carries 
the supposed rights of women to absurd 
• * • lengths. [T]here are those who doubt 
the expediency of its extension into a form 
of petticoat justice." 

The good sense of this reasoning has not 
prevailed. The cruel and unusual punish
ment provision has generally been held rele
van t only to situations arising out of the 
more traditional criminal punishments, and 
civil contempts have consistently been dif
ferentiated from this class of cases. 

The New York newspapers have reported, 
with proper indignation, the confinement of 
an 80-year-old woman for civil contempt of a 
surrogate court. She had languished in pris
on for over 3 years before the same judge 
who committed her ordered her release. At 
the time of this writing she is still in con
tempt of that court, and conceivf,bly could 
be sent back to prison. Her contempt re
sulted more from her naivete and ignorance 
of proba.te proceedings than it involved any 
corruption of the administration of justice. 
The severity of the law of contempt upon 
little old ladies has been dramatically frus
trating to the courts of England, too. In 
1886, a woman, unsuccessful in attempts to 
get legal title to some houses and property 
to which ehe claimed ownership, had to be 
enjoined from forcibly possessing them. 
When her endeavors were not deterred, she 
was incarcerated for contempt until she 
would conform to the court's order. She 
remained adamant, though in 3a11. Two 
years later, an embarrassed court discharged 
her from custody, lamenting their position 
and hopefully ordering her cooperation. In 
its opinion, the court voiced regret that this 
annoying, though not serious, offense was 
punishable by imprisonment a.t all. 

Mr. Justice Rutledge defined what he 
thought to be the mandate of the eighth 
amendment, in his dissent to United Mine 
Workers v. United States. There, he wrote: 

"The law has fixed standards for each 
remedy, and they are • • • for damages in 
civil contempt the amount of injury proven 
and no more • • • for coercion, what may 
be required to bring obedience and not more, 
whether by way of imprisonment or fine; 
for punishment, what is not cruel and un
usual or, in the case of a fine, excessive with
in the eighth amendment's prohibition." 

The realities have not always coincided 
with his articulation of policy. 

In civil contempt cases there is often no 
relation between the sentence and the co
ercion necessary to compel obedience. In 
cases where the contemnor does not cooper
ate on grounds of moral indignation or 
principle, or impossib111ty (as in some ali
mony cases), there is no calculable relation 
between the punishment and the goal 
sought. Unfortunately, this often results 1n 
harsh waiting-out periods, with the prisoner 
remaining in jail indefinitely. Moreover, 
civil contempts are in fact sometimes civil in 
name only, entailing, in reality, criminal 
punishments. 

There is equal question about the realism 
of the Rutledge formula in criminal con
tempt cases. Most criminal contempt sen
tences are something short of cruel or un
usual, though they may at times be viewed 
as harsh, more than necessary, or overly 
strict. 

In the Green case the convicted Smith Act 
defendants were given an additional sen-
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tence of 3 years' imprisonment for "jumping 
bail" in contempt of a Federal court order to 
appear for sentencing. The maximum sen
tence under the bail-jumping statute was 5 
years. But indictment under that statute 
would have guaranteed a jury trial before a 
disinterested judge. Such a severe sen
tence (and at that the judge was limited 
only by his conscience) is not unusual in 
contempt cases. 

Another Smith Act defendant was found 
guilty of criminal contempt and sentenced 
to imprisonment for 4 years. He failed to 
obey a district court order to surrender, and 
was apprehended 2 years later. The second 
circuit considered this sentence "well within 
a reasonable exercise of discretion by the 
trial judge, obviously • • • not violating the 
eighth amendment." 

In United States v. Toledo Newspaper Co. 
the publishers and editor of a local news
paper were fined $7,500 for their construc
tive contempt of a pending judicial proceed
ing. Their offensive conduct consisted of no 
more than editorializing about a disputed 
street railway franchise in the city of Toledo. 
Far more vitriolic comments have gone un
punished since then because of the Supreme 
Court's reluctance to include press comments 
within the wording of the Federal contempt 
statute. 

In the sensational United States v. United 
Mineworkers case, John L. Lewis, the fa
mous union leader of the mineworkers, was 
fined $10,000 and his union was fined 
$3,500,000 for contempt. Their contempt 
involved disobedience of a court order re
straining interference by the mineworkers 
with temporary governmental operation of 
the mines during conciliation of a labor
management dispute. The Supreme Court 
upheld Lewis' fine, but reduced the union's 
to $700,000, conditioned upon its subsequent 
compliance with the same order. In a sepa
rate opinion, Justices Black and Douglas 
criticized the excessive sentence. They 
pointed out that the same interference dur
ing wartime would have been governed by a 
$5,000 maximum fine under the War Labor 
Disputes Act. The equities in that case were 
compounded by the fact that the defendants 
believed, in good faith, that they were act
ing within their legal rights. Lawyers and 
legal scholars have differed in their inter
pretations of many laws similar to the one 
which gave rise to the contempt in the 
United Mineworkers case, and of the sweep
ingly broad language of the contempt stat
ute itself. Even the Supreme Court has 
been unable to clarify this muddled area of 
the law. 

Regardless of how onerous sentences for 
contempt may become, present indications 
point to little solace from the eighth amend
ment's protections. This amendment was 
originally included in the Constitution to 
protect citizens against those horrid and 
barbarous punishments which the history of 
man had seen inflicted, and which shock the 
conscience of civilized society. However, 
American courts have restrictively construed 
this potentially merciful legal vehicle to the 
point where its utility is minimal. Capital 
punishment by gas, hanging, and electrocu
tion have been considered neither cruel nor 
unusual. Prolonged imprisonments, and 
sometimes capital punishments have been 
imposed by less progressive states for rela
tively insignificant crimes. A $3¥2 million 
fine for contempt was based upon a persist
ent but mistaken interpretation of the law. 
When John Kaspar, an extremist racist, 
fiaunted a court order and attempted to 
provoke interference with the Supreme 
Court's segregation decision at Clinton High 
School in Tennessee, he was sentenced to 1 
year's imprisonment. The Federal court 
which reviewed that contempt conviction 
disposed of the defense that the sentence 
violated the eighth amendment. Punish
ments are cruel and unusual, the court held 

only where they are "so greatly dispropor
tionate to the offense committed as to be 
completely arbitrary and shocking to the 
sense of justice." What criteria, or what 
sense of justice, the court did not indicate. 

Another Federal court has held that the 
words "cruel and unusual" are to be con
sidered in light of developing civ111zation, 
not what was so in the 18th century. But 
courts have given little attention to this con
stitutional problem, even philosophically. In 
a California case where policemen pumped 
a man's stomach to retrieve evidence later 
to be used against him at trial, the Supreme 
Court could not muster approval. They re
versed the conviction because these tactics 
were too close to the rack and screw for 
American justice to tolerate. In discussing 
the meaning of due process, the Court has 
spoken of those fundamental rights basic to 
fair play upon which our concepts of justice 
are founded. And in 1959, the second circuit, 
while recognizing that the unlimited con
tempt power exists, remanded a case for re
determination because, among other things, a 
contempt sentence was so inordinately harsh 
as to be onerous. There, a defendant was 
fined $1,500 and sentenced to imprisonment 
for 6 months. He had been summoned in 
California to appear before a New York grand 
jury. He sought a temporary adjournment 
but was refused. Though he failed to appear 
on the date required, he did appear volun
tarily soon thereafter. He offered to purge 
his contempt and testify before the grand 
jury, but the government officials refused, and 
prosecuted the contempt instead. However, 
such sporadic decisions have not coalesced 
to form a definite eighth amendment phi
losophy. 

On another occasion the Supreme Court 
offered a vague formula for considering the 
cruel or unusual quality of punishments, 
which sought to strike some balance in the 
relation between the crime and the punish
ment. In discussing the cruel and unusual 
punishment provision, one State court 
judge wrote: 

"It is regarded as primarily relating to the 
kind and character or method of punishment, 
referring to inhumane or barbarous treat
ment or punishment unknown to the com
mon law or which has become obsolete with 
the progress of humanitarianism, rather 
than to the severity in the amount or dura
tion. But it would seem that most of the 
courts hold it covers that too." 

The examples presented in this section 
would indicate either that the last sentence 
of this opinion is inaccurate, or that one 
individual's concept of what is excessive in 
amount is at odds with that prevailing 
among many present authorities. 

In a recent contempt case, a Federal court 
sustained a 15-month sentence on the ground 
that it was reasonable when viewed in the 
light of other similar convictions of 18 
months, or 3 and 4 years, and the Supreme 
court upheld the decision. The lower Fed
eral courts have "considerable latitude" in 
sentencing for contempt. Compounded by 
the minimal trial record in contempt pro
ceedings, and the reluctance of appellate 
courts to overturn the decisions of lower 
courts, this discretion is tantamount to total 
license. In the case above, an aggressive 
district attorney asked the judge to mete out 
a substantial sentence, to omit a standard 
clause by which the contemnor might purge 
his offense, and to deny bail. The judge, in 
his discretion, did all three. 

In summary, for contempt of Congress 
there is a 1-year maximum sentence; the 
eighth amendment would not prohibit this 
severity, but might possibly apply in cases 
where successive convictions were sought for 
the same but repeated act of contumacy. For 
certain specific contempts of Federal courts, 
there are statutory limitations. Many sit
uations find the courts with unlimited pow-

ers. Only three States have no statutory 
maximum on the quantum of punishment 
permitted incident to an exercise of the 
contempt power. Sixteen have a maximum 
for contempts committed outside of court, 
but none for direct contempts. Twenty-nine 
have overall maximums. Nine have maxi
mums of 6 months; one has a 3-month max
imum; and the rest have 30-day limita
tions. 

The cruel and unusual punishment provi
sion of the Constitution, though indicative 
of a policy against excessive sentencing prac
tices, in actuality operates only against bar
barous, Draconian punishments. While con
tempt sentencing practices do not fall into 
this category, they may be viewed as more 
harsh, more extensive, and aimed less at pur
poseful, judicious goals than they might 
be. Some alleviation, at least, is deserved. 
The chances would appear to be better that 
this relief will be arrived at through ave
nues other than the eighth amendment. 
Courts may someday decide that current con
tempt practices improperly result in cruel 
punishments, and the versatility of the Con
stitution, through the elastic powers of judi
cial review, will then be brought into play. 

Beyond this possibility, some trend can 
be sensed in recent years in which contempt 
sentences have been increasingly limited by 
statute. These legislative maximums have 
been realistic, and are the best answer to this 
problem-for two reasons. A statutory max
imum sentence apprises the potential con
temnor of the likely consequences of his 
wrongful conduct before he acts. It would 
also limit the power of judges to exaggerate 
the gravity of punishments in cases where 
they might otherwise be so inclined. This 
is a far clearer method of controlling sen
tencing powers than the vague, varying, and 
often unusable protections of the eighth 
amendment, or the equally impractical re
course to judicial interpretations of exces
siveness or unreasonableness. 
VIII. THE lOTH AMENDMENT: FEDERAL-STATE 

RELATIONS 

The lOth amendment to the Constitution 
reads: "The powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, nor pro
hibited by it to the States, are reserved to 
the States respectively, or to the people." 
The powers of the Federal Government were 
early interpreted to include all those neces
sarily inferable from specific constitutional 
grants as well as the powers which were ex
pressly enumerated. These so-called im
plied powers have been the source of heated 
political and social conflicts from earliest 
times. One of the most volatile parts of the 
Constitution, touching sensitive areas of 
local chauvinism and power, the lOth amend
ment has caused debate both concerning the 
respective content of State and Federal pow
ers, and relating to conflicts between those 
same powers. Which powers are to be left 
solely to the control of the States, and which 
to the National Government? And how 
does one determine which should prevail 
where both, properly asserted, confiict? 
Into this struggle the contempt power enters 
only indirectly and infrequently. When it 
does, it provokes deep and difficult basic 
problems with respect to the balance of 
Government powers. 

In re Comingore illustrates the basic prob
lem. In that case a collector of internal rev
enue for the Federal Government was ques
tioned as a witness in a State civil proceed
ing. He refused to provide certain informa
tion attempted to be elicited from him, on 
the ground that a regulation of the Treasury 
Department forbade such disclosure. He 
was fined and imprisoned for contempt, and 
brought habeas corpus proceedings. The 
Federal district court held that the State 
had no authority over property or archives of 
the U.S. Government. The State imposition 
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through the medium of a contempt proceed
ing was therefore improper. The court fur
ther held that though this might not be the 
case with respect to the Federal Govern
ment's access to public records of States, or 
vice versa, there was no corresponding right 
to demand information about nonpublic 
matters. If the latter pertained to internal 
governmental conduct which policy de
manded be kept from the public, no right of 
inspection would exist. "The State has 
neither occasion nor right to call upon the 
United States nor her officers for reports 
made under the administration of its laws 
in order to enforce the collection of State 
revenue. Nor would the United States have 
the right to call upon the State." 

Occasionally, the issue has recurred in the 
context of congressional contempt cases. 
In United States v. Owlett the power of a 
State committee to investigate intrastate 
work of the Federal Works Progress Ad
ministration in that State was questioned. 
The United States objected on the ground 
that this interference would obstruct proper 
governmental functions. The Federal court 
enjoined the disputed investigation, holding 
that it was beyond the jurisdiction of the 
State, and an interference with the estab
lished immunity of Federal agencies from 
State control. Since this was not a proper 
area for State legislative action, an injunc
tion against the State was issued. 

The recent conflict between the New York
New Jersey Port Authority and the Celler 
House Judiciary Subcommittee gave to the 
problem some added notoriety. An officer of 
the port authority, an interstate municipal 
agency created by a compact between the two 
States, was subpenaed to produce a volu
minous amount of the authority's records 
before the House subcommittee. In obedi
ence to orders of the Governors of New York 
and New Jersey he refused, and Congress 
cited him for contempt. One of his defenses 
to the congressional contempt citation was 
that Federal investigations into areas of State 
concern unconstitutionally interfere with the 
Federal system of government as exemplified 
by the reservation clause of the lOth amend
ment. It had been suggested that "the the
ory that state documents are sacrosanct when 
dealing with wholly internal matters was re
cently rejected." The district court found 
Tobin guilty of contempt. The court of ap
peals reversed. The port authority case is 
now being appealed by the Government. The 
lOth amendment issue was left unanswered 
by the court of appeals decision. In the 
lower court opinion in this case, Judge 
Youngdahl did attempt to reach this con
stitutional issue. He wrote: 

"If possible, attempt should be made to 
accommodate conflicting powers which over
lap before it is decided that one must yield 
absolutely to the other. • • • Honest and vig
ilant administration of the balancing test by 
the courts can accomplish this result. The 
Federal system is itself the product of accom
modation between the need for central direc
tion of affairs affecting the entire Nation and 
the desire to prevent overcentralization." 

As a final example, the contempt situation 
which arose from the recent dispute in Mis
sissippi between the Governor of that State 
and the Federal courts and executive glar
ingly exemplifies the emotional content of 
lOth amendment conflicts. Such cases show 
both the versatility of the amendment, its 
adaptability to thwart any Federal action 
with which a State may disagree, as well as 
the deep-felt and incendiary nature of the 
issue which the amendment raises. 

The assertion of States rights arguments to 
uphold civil liberties is itself interesting. 
Lately, a States rights approach has been 
frequently argued in defense of conservative 
causes, and in conflict with certain liber
tarian objectives. Yet, it may be that con
tempt convictions, arising out of Federal 
interference with State governmental bodies 

or agents, violate the lOth amendment, and 
that the reverse might well be true unless 
some broader province is given to the powers 
of the National Government in conflicts aris
ing out of a federal system. The final deci
sion should be doubly interesting, a.s most 
issues arising from use of the contempt power 
involve the rights of government versus in
dividuals. Here, the case is one of two 
sovereigns disputing powers, and attempting 
to utilize the coercive contempt tool to 
prevail. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

The matters which have been herein dis
cussed indicate that the legal treatment of 
the judicial contempt power has created a 
constitutional maze. Peculiar handling of 
a frequently implemented power has resulted 
in a unique body of law. The purpose of 
this article was merely to point out some of 
the constitutional ramifications and anom
alies incident to the utilization of this 
unusual legal device. Answers or attitudes 
about particular problems have been sug
gested or hinted at along the way. No com
plete analysis was intended. Even so, selec
tive consideration of the major constitutional 
problems suggests that some new and deep
cutting changes should be wrought. 

Mr. President, one point which de
serves further treatment and which has 
not been discussed to any length so far 
in this debate is the role of the U.S. Gov
ernment in the contempt proceedings 
which would arise under this bill. 

As to the contempt proceeding itself, 
it is generally accepted that in the case of 
a criminal contempt the Government is 
the real party in interest, whether it 
arises out of an action to which the Gov
ernment was originally a party or one 
between private litigants. The purpose 
of the proceeding is to vindicate the 
court's authority; this is true even 
though the court may appoint the attor
ney for the party who sought the relief 
to prosecute the case and the proceeding 
be styled as if between the original par
ties. Normally, the Government may 
intervene to prosecute the contempt pro
ceedings in its own name. Michaelson 
against United States ex rel Chicago, St. 
P., M & 0 Ry., states that this prosecu
tion is a new and independent proceed
ing and no part of the original cause. 
It would seem that ordinarily the char
acter of the original suit, and not that 
of the contempt proceeding, is control
ling on the question of the right to have 
a jury trial. Hill against United States 
ex rei. Weiner holds specifically that 
an exception contained in the Clayton 
Act was designed to limit the jury trial 
provision to prosecutions for contempt 
arising out of cases instituted by pri
vate litigants. If the original suit is not 
controlling, a question of the propriety 
of allowing the Government to intervene 
arises. Normally, it is said that the Gov
ernment should not be allowed to in
tervene in a case in which the interven
tion will unduly delay or prejudice the 
adjudication of the rights of the original 
parties; the right to a trial by jury is a 
substantial right, which might be said 
to have accrued to the defendants at 
this stage of the proceedings. 

The last question under this aspect of 
the problem is whether the Government 
should be allowed to become a party to 
the original suit, so as to defeat any 
future defendant's right to a trial by 
jury. Section 2403 of the civil code per-

mits the Government to intervene in 
suits in which the constitutionality of a 
statute is drawn into question. It may 
also intervene if it has a "proprietary in
terest" in the suit. Rule 24(b) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure grants a 
permissive right to any party to inter
vene whenever there is a statute grant
ing that right, or when the parties have 
a common question of law or fact in 
two separate claims or defenses. While 
the United States may prosecute crimi
nal acts which deprive parties of their 
civil rights under the Civil Rights Act, 
there does not seem to be any provi
sion or precedent for enjoining threat
ened deprivations of the type we are con
sidering, aside from specific statutory 
provisions. 

FOREIGN POLICY IN VIETNAM 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in one of 

its more insipid editorials on foreign pol
icy, the washington Post yesterday en
dorsed a continuation of the war in Viet
nam as a mistaken commitment that 
"must be upheld." 

What a futile, shaky, and hopeless basis 
for the expenditure of more money and 
men in South Vietnam. What makes 
the Washington Post editorial writers, 
or Washington policymakers, think the 
American people are going to support for 
long a war effort that is merely an up
holding of a mistake? 

How many Americans are willing to 
spend and die for that? Not many. It 
is a degrading and shameful basis for 
any American policy, much less for a war 
effort. 

This newspaper's endorsement of the 
present policy in Vietnam ignores the 
most important consideration: The at
titude of the local population toward per
petual fighting and unrest. It may be 
within the toleration of the American 
people to continue supporting the South 
Vietnam Government's war against the 
rebels. We do not live there. We only 
send military and aid people over there 
on a rotation plan. 

But the local population has been liv
ing in the middle of war ever since the 
Japanese occupation. How is the Ameri
can promise of more of the same indefi
nitely going to build what the Post calls 
"confidence in non-Communist rule"? 

The only hope we can offer to the peo
ple of South Vietnam who are not part 
of the ruling clique that is living so well 
off the war, is eternal conflict and devas
tation. The question is not only how 
long the American people will sustain 
such a war, but more important, how 
long will the common people of Vietnam 
put up with it? 

A boy from Oregon who had served 
over there visited me over the weekend. 
He pointed out that the article in the 
U.S. News & World Report written by 
Mr. Moore that I commented on in one 
of my speeches some days ago is abso
lutely correct. He agreed that the mer
cenary officers of the South Vietnamese 
Army have an ·allergy as far as battle
fronts are concerned. They live in high 
luxury in Saigon. They have no desire 
to fight a war. But as he said, it is the 
"poor devils" down in the lower echelons 
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that are being pushed into a war in re
gard to which they hav.e no heart. 

The only worse disaster for the United 
States than the continuation of the 
status quo in South Vietnam would be 
expansion of the war into North Viet
nam. What a disgusting spectacle the 
United States is presenting to the world 
and to our own people with the current 
meeting in Honolulu which seems to be 
little more than a war council. 

What is being done there is the plan
ning of an American war in Asia, at least 
against North Vietnam and eventually 
against China, unless our bidding is fol
lowed in South Vietnam. It will be in
teresting to see whether this, too, is going 
to be McNamara's war, or whether a dec
laration of war will be asked of Congress. 

An attack on North Vietnam cannot by 
any stretch of the imagination be re
garded as a defensive measure by the 
United States. And it no longer can be 
considered a defensive measure in the 
South Vietnamese civil war. The Gov
ernment of South Vietnam is being 
threatened by its own people, and they 
are fighting with weapons and materials 
they are capturing from government 
forces or making on the spot. 

The military jargon about interdiction 
of Communist supply lines is essentially 
a "cover story." If there is in fact an 
attack upon North Vietnam it will not 
have a military purpose, but a political 
purpose: to induce Ho Chi Minh to stop 
giving leadership and advice to the rebels. 
What the Honolulu conference is doing 
is making plans, virtually in public, for a 
bombardment of North Vietnam. Un
doubtedly the information being given 
out about this planning is designed to in
timidate the Asian Communists and per
haps cause them to retreat before the 
mere threat of attack. 

But if the threat alone fails, the pub
licity itself will have created heavy pres
sure on this country. Having discussed 
so openly and at such high levels a pos
sible attack upon North Vietnam, the 
American military commanders and their 
chief, Secretary McNamara, will feel 
even more obliged to carry out the at-

• tack than before the Honolulu meeting. 
That is the danger of what is going on 

there. 
But there are many other dangers. 

The planning of a unilateral war in South 
Vietnam is bad enough, without our 
planning a unilateral aggression against 
North Vietnam. Bombardment by air 
and sea is pure and simple aggression. 
Of all the fatuousness that has gone into 
American policy in that part of the world, 
the most fatuous contention yet made is 
that air and sea bombardment, without 
the participation of troops, is not an 
aggression. That is pure nonsense. It 
is worse than that. It is lying to the 
American people. 

One may as well say that the Japanese 
attack on Pearl Harbor and the Philip
pines on December 7, 1941, was not ag
gression against the United States be
cause no Japanese troops were landed 
then, either. Clearly, what the J ·apa
nese had in mind was merely to intimi
date the United States to keep out of her 
way as she conducted her unilateral, self
serving policy in Asia, and perhaps, to 
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"interdict" by knocking out the Pacific 
Fleet of the United States. 

So Pearl Harbor was a nice, neat air 
attack, with no messy ground fighting. 
How similar to what the American mili
tary is discussing for North Vietnam. 
And the consequences could be similarly 
disastrous for American people, too, un
less they demand that their military and 
political leadership come back into the 
framework of American moral and legal 
standards. One ·does not have to extend 
the parallel with Pearl Harbor very far to 
know that international outlaws have a 
way of coming to a bad end, both for 
themselves and their countries. 

What is being done in Honolulu is out
lawry. It must be stopped by the Ameri
can people before it is too late. 

In the one enlightenment of the edi
torial section of the Washington Post, 
one finds today that Walter Lippmann 
is again calling for the only legal and 
responsible handling of our policy in 
Vietnam. It is that we legitimatize our 
presence in southeast Asia. 

We must do that either through the 
United Nations or through an interna
tional conference that will give the 
United States legal standing in Asia and 
that will give its people some hope of a 
future other than perpetual war. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the Lippmann article be 
printed in the REcORD at this point in 
my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post] 
THE ASIAN BALANCE OF POWER 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The death of Nehru has come at a time 

of great uncertainty and change in the Asian 
balance of power. It compounds the un
certainty. For what happens in India, or 
more exactly in the Indian subcontinent 
which includes Pakistan, will affect the fu
ture of Asia as a whole. 

At the worst, India will, as so often in the 
past, become fragmented. Nehru was not 
only a national hero but also, as the direct 
heir of Mahatma Gandhi, an anointed man. 
Lacking such a ruler there could be a great 
disorder among the many tribes, clans, 
castes, and sects which comprise Indian 
society. 

At the best, which we may dare to think 
is possible, India under Nehru's successor 
will not only consolidate itself but will also 
go on with the task, which Nehru had just 
begun before his death, of making peace 
with Pakistan, turning what is hostile co
existence into some kind of collaboration. 

The inherent strength of India-Pakistan 
cannot be measured in terms of army divi
sions, tanks, and air squadrons. The crucial 
fact about the great subcontinent is that 
it has shown itself highly immune to the 
kind o! pressure and propaganda and infil
tration which has been causing so much of 
southeast Asia to crumble. 

If India is to be conquered by China, it 
will have to be by direct and overt military 
aggression, by the kind of aggression which 
is unmistakable and is indubitably a casus 
belU under international law and the Char
ter of the United Nations. This point is 
critically important in any evaluation of our 
own foreign policy in Asia. For it would 
justify, it seems to me, a firm commitment 
to go to the defense of India-Pakistan if 
the Chinese attacked them. 

The other strong position in South Asia 
is held by the United States, and it consists 

of our sea and air forces. The presence of 
these forces in the South Pacific and, in
creasingly, in the Indian Ocean is our real 
contribution to the eventual stabilization of 
southern Asia and of the islands of the South 
Pacific. In the foreseeable future China is 
quite incapable of challenging this great 
force, and the central business of a serious 
assessment and planning of U.S. policy is to 
come to an understanding of the nature of 
our own power. 

The essential problem arises from the fact 
that our forces are infinitely more destruc
tive than any other forces in the region, in
cluding the Chinese forces. The American 
power is so overwhelmingly great that it can
not be used at will. It cannot be used, for 
example, as fellow travelers of Senator GoLD
WATER have been proposing, to intimidate 
North Vietnam and China by bombing them 
"coolly yet massively," while we "stop our 
ears to a fearful worldwide clamor until the 
job is done." 

This is as foolish as it is immoral. It is 
foolish because for the United States to in
tervene with such savage cruelty in an Asian 
country would be to show a wanton disre
spect for the opinion of mankind. Such dis
respect does not go unpunished because we 
stop our ears. It would be our day of in
famy if we used our superior power to "de
stroy the entire military, industrial and eco
nomic infrastructure" of a country with 
which we are not at war. This would be 
the way to destroy our influence in Asia, not 
to preserve and consolidate the American 
presence in the Pacific and in Asia. 

The fundamental principle to which we 
must subject ourselves is that American sea 
and air power can be used only if and when 
the United States is acting, as it did in the 
Korean war, under an international sanc
tion. What we do not have and what we 
need now in southeast Asia is a treaty guar
anteeing the independence of the countries 
of southeast Asia, a treaty which is signed 
and ratified by all the great powers that are 
concerned-namely, China, the Soviet Union, 
India, and· Pakistan, the United States, 
Britain, and France. 

The foreboding that we are on the verge 
of being expelled from Asia and the western 
Pacific is quite unreal. American sea and 
air power command the whole Pacific Ocean, 
and there is no serious rival sea and air 
power on these waters, as there was when 
Japan had a great navy. Our problem in 
the Pacific is not how to make our power 
credible, how to make ourselves feared, per
haps by coolly yet massively destroying a 
country. Our problem is to legitimatize our 
presence in Asia and in the Pacific as the 
possessor of this monopoly of enormous 
force. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the REcORD in my remarks 
an article published in the Manchester 
Guardian of May 28, 1964, entitled "The 
20 Years' War," written by David Holden. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Manchester Guardian Weekly, 

May 28, 1964] 
THE 20 YEARS' WAR 
(By David Holden) 

In 10 days in South Vietnam I have talked 
to dozens of people--Vietnamese, Americans, 
British, French, and others-and except in 
General Nguyen Khanh and a few members of 
his government who must needs put the best 
face on things I have nowhere met more than 
anxious hope or desperate determination 
about the outcome of the present struggle 
against Communist subversion and the at
tacks of the Vietcong. Of optimism there is 
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none and of confidence little; of black pessi
mism a great deal. 

In theory, the chance of victory is still 
there. But it needs an even bigger effort 
than the United States has made so far, and 
a far greater and more im•aginative effort 
from the Vietnamese leaders to turn it into 
reality. Any comparison with the Malayan 
emergency-which was never very valid any
way-has long ago been left behind. 

There were never more than 10,000 hard
core Communist guerrillas in Malaya, yet for 
the best part of 12 years they tied up 60,000 to 
80,000 British and other troops and as many 
police and special reservists in a ratio of 1 
guerrilla to 12 or more of the securit y forces. 
In Vietnam there are 25,000 to 30,000 "hard
hats," as the Americans call them, and prob
ably another 100,000 local guerrillas or sym
pathizers who are ready to turn out for the 
Vietcong. Against them are more than 200,-
000 regular soldiers of the Vietnamese Army, 
with 16,000 American "advisers" and another 
200,000 men in various auxiliary forces-a 
ratio of 1 to less than 4. 

In Malaya the Communists were all 
Chinese, easily recognizable, and easily di
vided from the Malayan peasant base. In 
Vietnam the Communists and their sup
porters are Vietnamese and can easily vanish 
into any village. And, of course, in Malaya 
there was no open frontier beyond which 
the Communists could take refuge or across 
which they could receive supplies and rein
forcements. 

To the Americans and to the present and 
previous Vietnamese Governments, the open 
borders and the resulting infiltration of 
Communist Vietminh from the north, have 
always seemed the crucial weakness of the 
south's position. It is pretty widely agreed, 
for instance, that from 1959 to 1963 at least 
12,000 -hard-core fighters and instructors 
moved in from the north. The pattern of 
subversion and guerrilla warfare suggests 
strong central control from north of the 
border and the repeated capture of Chinese, 
Russian, and Czech weapons by the Govern
ment forces reveals plainly enough the source 
of material support for the Vietcong. 

But this is only part of the story. The rest 
lies with history. With the inadequate ad
ministrative legacy of the French. With the 
arbitrary dictatorship of the Ngo Dinh Diem 
regime. With the failure of the Vietminh
in breach of the 1954 Geneva agreements
to withdraw all their units from the south, 
leaving many behind to organize the new 
underground movement. And with the fail
ure of the Americans and the Vietnamese 
Government to realize, until too late, what 
sort of a war was being forced upon them. 

The Vietnamese Army has been trained to 
fight a soldier's war, like the French Army 
before it, when its opponents are fighting a 
revolutionary war. The ·big battalions have 
rarely been able to bring the other side to 
battle, because the enemy is not concerned 
with killing soldiers so much as with paralyz
ing institutions and undermining popular 
confidence. 

This elementary fact does not seem to have 
been properly grasped by the Americans until 
some 2 years ago, when it led to the strategic 
hamlet program, designed to bring security 
and administration to a countryside by then 
in chaos. But it was not then, and I think 
still is not now, fully understood by the 
Vietnamese leaders, who still sometimes seem 
to think that winning territory is more im
portant than winning people. In fact, with
out the latter the former is meaningless. 

Nor do the Americans follow through by 
withholding support from some of the more 
wasteful forms of mllltary operation. Na
palm and high explosives, for instance, are 
still being used by American aircraft in full
scale assaults on supposed Vietcong strong
holds. These sometimes flatten whole set
tlements and kill hundreds of people, whose 
bodies may the~ appear (on the flimsiest evl-

dence) in the published lists of Vietcong 
casualties. 

The villagers can scarcely be blamed there
after if they prefer the Vietcong's usually 
selective killing and intimidation to this sort 
of wholesale slaughter. Yet the Americans 
are in the difficult position of often having 
their advice rejected or ignored, while still 
being blamed whenever anything goes wrong. 

Like the British in the Persian Gulf, they 
suffer all the odium of colonialism with little 
of its real authority. Ultimately, however, 
their biggest difficulty is sl.!r!ply that they are 
foreigners, and the North Vietnamese, what
ever unpleasant things they may bring in 
their train, are not. To ask the Americans 
to win the confidence of the Vietnamese 
peasants where the South Vietnamese lead
ers themselves have failed, is simply crying 
for the moon. 

To the United States, blamed, reproached, 
and frustrated at every turn, and anxious 
also to prove to the Chinese that her power 
is no "paper tiger," the temptation to seek 
victory at all costs by throwing in fighting 
troops and carrying the war to the north, 
must be tremendous. But the dangers are 
tremendous, too: a clear breach of the 
Geneva agreements, an acknowledgment of 
political bankruptcy, a major diplomatic 
defeat, and a real risk of war with China. 
And in the end this course would surely be 
self-defeating, whether China entered the 
war or not; for even after Hanoi had been 
bombed and Dien Bien Phu recaptured the 
Vietcong and the Vietminh would still be 
there. The military solution would remain 
as mythical as ever, and the political solu
tion would have retreated into infinity. 

The only alternative short of withdrawal 
seems to be a slow crawl toward stability 
within South Vietnam. A piecemeal re
covery of people and territory, vlllage by 
village, providing security and administra
tion simultaneously, and demonstrating 
through at least local self-government that 
the Communists do not have all the answers. 
This implies a resolute (and very un-Amer
ican) refusal to believe in any quick solution. 
Indeed, if the Malayan experience is any 
guide, no one should think of success in less 
than 10 to 20 years. 

But there is the most savage dilemma of 
all. As a wise, old Vietnamese observed 
when I put this to him: "If you prolong the 
war, you will lose it." After 20 years of 
fighting already, this may well be true; and 
it reduces the chance of victory to no more 
than a glint in Washington's eye. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, Mr. Hol
den, a leading British correspondent, has 
been for some time in North Vietnam 
and also in Malaysia. He writes, in this 
article on South Vietnam, about the 
hopelessness of the situation if we fol
low the course of action that the United 
States is presently following. 

Mr. President, at the close of my re
marks today I ask unanimous consent 
that certain correspondence which I have 
received in support of the position that 
I have taken for weeks on the fioor of 
the Senate against this U.S. illegal war 
in South Vietnam be printed in the 
RECORD. Also, I ask that a recent col
umn by Jack Anderson dealing with 
the basic lack of will on the part of 
the South Vietnamese to fight be in
serted in the RECORD. He points out how 
our military pay and aid is really cor
rupting men in the South Vietnam army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 

reiterate something which I believe is 
particularly appropriate, in view of the 

fact that American warmongers are 
meeting in Honolulu, planning their 
various schemes and programs of indi
rection for getting around the Constitu
tion of the United States and making 
war without a declaration of war. 

It is particularly fitting that once more 
on the :floor of the Senate I offer again 
the substitute proposal which I have 
o:tiered for many weeks in connection 
with McNamara's war in South Vietnam. 

I repeat my challenge to Mr. McNa
mara or Mr. Rusk or to anyone else in 
the administration to come forward with 
a single principle of international law 
which justifies American unilateral mili
tary action in South Vietnam. 

The sad, ugly fact is that the United 
States is standing today outside the 
framework of international law. The 
sad, shocking fact is that the United 
States today stands before the world in 
violation of the United Nations Charter. 
The sad fact is that the United States 
today, with its illegal course of action in 
South Vietnam, is becoming an outlaw 
nation with respect to international law. 

Mr. President, we ought to be big 
enough to recognize our mistake. We 
ought to seek, as Walter Lippmann points 
out in his column this morning, inter
national approval of a course of action 
in Asia by keeping peace in southeast 
Asia under the United Nations Charter 
procedures. The rule of law not the 
rule of American military might should 
be used to meet the crisis in Asia. 

I call upon our Ambassador to the 
United Nations to start his long march 
back into the area of international 
statesmanship. Adlai Stevenson, when 
he made his sad and shocking speech 
before the Security Council a few days 
ago, in which, in effect, he beat his breast 
and said to the world that we intend to 
do what we want to do in South Viet
nam, turned himself into a humpty
dumpty. 

Adlai Stevenson knows that all the 
king's horses and all the king's men can
not put a fallen egg back together again, 
even though it is an egghead. 

Mr. President, the fact remains that 
the United States is following a course • 
of action in South Vietnam which vio
lates the Geneva accords of 1954. 

My country, the United States, in open 
viola;tion of the Geneva accords of 1954, 
has the audacity to try to alibi to the 
American people and to the people of the 
world that we are justified in our action 
because North Vietnam and Red China 
are violating the Geneva accords of 1954. 
So they are. I have no doubt about it. 
I have no doubt about North Viet
nam and Laos and Red China violating 
the Geneva accords of 1954 which, I 
repeat, the United States never signed, 
and which, by reason of pressure by John 
Foster Dulles, South Vietnam did not 
sign. We seek to alibi justification for 
murdering American boys in South 
Vietnam on the ground that North Viet
nam and other countries are violating 
the Geneva accords of 1954. In the ab
sence of a declaration of war, the killing 
of every American boy means, in my 
judgment, a murder. I am opposed to 
it. I would rather walk out of the Sen
ate than give support to this illegal 
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course of action of the United States in 
South Vietnam. Our top warmongers in 
Honolulu are trying to find some way of 
alibiing a way in which they can present 
a case for escalating the war in south
east Asia. 

What we ought to be calling for is 
United Nations consideration of the vio
lation of the Geneva accords, before the 
Security Council of the United Nations. 

I suspect that Red Russia would veto 
it. Let us prove to the world who it is 
that, in the last analysis, is seeking war, 
not peace. 

Of course, Red Russia welcomes our 
weakening ourselves and our losing world 
prestige, which we are rapidly losing be
cause of this illegal and unconstitutional 
course of action in South Vietnam. 

I want to put Red Russia on the spot, 
and I want to have my Government live 
up to its signature under the U.N. 
Charter. I have quoted in past speeches, 
and incorporate in my speech today by 
reference, articles 33, 37, and 51 of the 
U.N. Charter, which we are not following 
by not bringing our complaint as to the 
violation of the Geneva accords of 1954 
to the United Nations for determination. 

If and when R~d Russia-if she does
and we shall not know until we try to find 
out-vetoes the proposal to have theSe
curity Council take jurisdiction, the next 
step for the United States to take would 
be to ask for the calling of an extraor
dinary meeting of the General Assem
bly of the United Nations. There let the 
nations of the world exercise what juris
diction they have through the proce
dures of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations in trying to bring the 
war in southeast Asia under the canopy 
of the United Nations, as we support sim
ilar peacekeeping procedures of the 
United Nations, at the moment I speak, 
in the Congo, in the Middle East, and 
on Cyprus. 

I wish to forewarn the American peo
ple, once more from my ~esk, that we are 
at a crossroads in Amencan foreign pol
icy. We have run out on our moral and 
spiritual obligations that we owe to peace. 
We are not trying to keep the peace. 
We are making war. We should give 
support to a United Nations peacekeep
ing corps in South Vietnam. As I have 
said many tim-es, and repeat today, I 
would support a substantial number of 
American military personnel to help 
make up that peacekeeping corps, but it 
would not be _a fighting corps; it would 
not be a killing corps; it would not be a 
warmaking corps; but it would be a 
peacekeeping corps. There is quite a dif
ference between supporting a peacekeep
ing corps and the course of action we 
are following today. The United Nations 
Charter calls for such a function on the 
part of the members of the United Na
tions. 

I ask Senators to read again the Lipp
mann article of today and to read again 
the Lippmann article of the other day, 
which I placed in the RECORD. There is 
no answer to the principle that Lippmann 
lays down. The sad thing is that the 
United States is compromising its prin
ciples in the field of international obli
gation as a signatory to the United Na
tions Charter. 

I say to the warmongers meeting in 
Honolulu that I know what their posi
tion is, because they have expressed it 
many times in this country, and they do 
not make it any better by the coverup 
from Honolulu. The responsibility for 
following peaceful procedures rests 
squarely at the White House. 

I continue to pray to my God that the 
President will see his responsibility be
fore it is too late and that an inter
national conference will be called, and 
called quickly, under the aegis and aus
pices of the United Nations, to see what 
can be done to bring the killing to an end 
and to bring stability in Laos, stability 
in North Vietnam, stability in South 
Vietnam, and stability in Cambodia. We 
cannot plan to escalate this war into 
North Vietnam without leading to the 
great danger of a nuclear conflagration. 

It is interesting to see the hedging in 
all the statements that Rusk and McNa
mara have made to date concerning the 
possibility of expanding and escalating 
the war across the bv:i.' <::~:i.'S of North Viet
nam into Laos and possibly elsewhere. 
That adds up to one ugly word-aggres
sion. My voice will be raised in a plea, 
up to the last moment, to stop my coun
try from becoming an aggressor nation 
in Asia. 

As I said the other day-and I repeat 
it-if our country makes the horrendous 
mistake of deciding on a course of war, 
and formally declares war, we must all 
rally behind our country until that war 
is successfully prosecuted-if we can 
successfully prosecute it. But as indi
vidual Senators, we have a responsibility 
to try to prevent our country from going 
into an unnecessary war. We have a 
responsibility, under our oaths as indi
vidual Senators, in accordance with our 
sights, to raise our voices in a plea for 
peace, not war, because I am satisfied 
that nothing can be gained through war, 
but that much will be lost. 

No one knows at this hour where an 
expansion of the war in South Vietnam 
will lead, so far as future events around 
the world are concerned. Do we want to 
continue what we are doing at this 
hour-undermining and undercutting 
the United Nations? We have a clear 
moral obligation to try to make the 
United Nations work, and we are not 
trying. To the contrary, acting in Asia 
outside the framework of the United Na
tions, without ever having filed a com
plaint before the United Nations vis-a
vis North Vietnam, Red China, Laos, and 
Cambodia, we are in no position to allege 
that we stand for peace at this hour, for 
we do not. At this hour the United 
States is writing a sorry and sad chapter 
on warmaking in southeast Asia. 

I close with a prayerful plea on my 
lips: It is important that the United 
States exhaust every possible procedure 
available to it to try to settle the war in 
Asia by resorting to the peaceful proce
dures of the United Nations Charter, 
not by continuing to ignore them. So I 
ask my President: "When will your voice 
be raised in support of resorting to the 
procedures of the United Nations as the 
most honorable recourse for this Repub
lic to follow in seeking to end war in 
Asia within the framework of interna
tional law?" 

EXHIDIT 1 
MAY 27, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Let me add this to 
the pile of letters you will receive in support 
of your position on Vietnam. Please con
tinue to fight for a sane approach to this 
problem. It is hard to believe that some 
Americans call for use of tactical nuclear 
weapons. The United States has no business 
in Vietnam, and what's more, southeast Asia 
is not worth fighting for. Your suggestion 
to pull out and use the machinery of the 
United Nations is the only solution. Amer
icans must accept the fact that the United 
States cannot "liberate" anyone, much less 
people in this part of the world who have no 
inkling of democracy. If democracy is to 
win in southeast Asia, it must be won by 
the people themselves in their hearts. . 

I object, however, to your attacks on Sec
retaries Rusk and McNamara. You know 
who is responsible for our foreign policy. 
Your indirect approach is only confusing an 
already confused public. The President can
not pick the middle ground on every issue 
that crosses his desk. Three Presidents have 
already tried to half-fight and half-negotiate 
in southeast Asia to no avail. Keep pushing 
for your solution, but carry it to the White 
House. If it fails today, try again after the 
November elections. And Senator, ask this 
one question of the "hawks": What happens 
after we drive off the Vietcong, Pathet Lao, 
etc., from southeast Asia? Will there be a 
m1llenium of peace and democracy? Will 
democracy be instantaneous? Will America 
pull back its troops and money? · 

Please save some energy, Senator, for de
feating the omnibus bill for the District 
of Columbia. I know you wm. I know the 
usual course of correspondence to Congress
men, but in your case and because I am not 
a constituent (although a great admirer) of 
yours, I hope this w111 be fuel to add to your 
fire. Keep it up. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. WAYNE MoRsE, 
The Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

ROBERT A. GIANNASI. 

MAY 26, 1964. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: We had occasion to 
watch and listen to the "Meet the Press" last 
Sunday and I must commend you for the 
tremendous verbal and clear explanation of 
our troubles in Asia·. You were quite force
ful. 

It is literally an undeclared war and only 
Congress has that authority to declare it and 
not by back door methods. 

Furthermore, its a matter for the United 
Nations in every conceivable way. We either 
make the United Nations a "living force for 
peace" or else lets get out of it. I'm begin
ning to believe that our unilateral action 
there and at times elsewhere in the world, is 
a slap at the United Nations and looks like 
we're acting like "bullies" because we're 
strong. 

Because of our m111tary strength we should 
show more "humility" and cooperation with 
United Nations; even if we have to take up 
the "ta'b," at least we have the sanction of 
the United Nations members. 

With best wishes to your health, 
Very truly yours, 

GEORGE M. BURKHART. 

SAN DIEGO, CALIF., May 25, 1964. 
Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Let me express to 
you my deep appreciation for the courageous 
and enlightened stand you took on the TV 
program "Face the Nation" in regard to for
eign policy and civil rights. 
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Your righteous views have my enthusiastic 

support. 
Only recently I wrote a letter to Ambas

sador Adlai Stevenson, expressing my grati
tude for the peace establishing activities of 
the United Nations in various parts of the 
world, and urging the United Nations to in
tervene in and stop the senseless war in 
South Vietnam. There is no excuse to de
laying such action any further. 

In these troublesome times, while the civil 
rights bill is before the U.S. Senate for de
liberation, I recommend that the press, the 
movie industry, the theater, and the public 
media of television and radio contribute to 
a growing understanding between the white 
man and the Negro by enhancing in their 
articles, shows, and programs, the moral and 
spiritual qualities of both American citi
zens, thus fostering friendly feelings, good 
will, respect, and compassion. 

l further recommend that the best and 
most convincing TV plays, dealing with the 
harmonious intercourse of both races, be 
transmitted by satellite to other nations in 
order to promote peace and moral progress. 
If the U.S. Congress succeeds in passing just 
and equitable civil rights laws, this will be 
a shining example for South Africa and fur
ther the improvement of race relations in 
that country. 

Last, but not leas·t, I recommend that 
each public school, from kindergarten to uni
versity, introduce a special course on "The 
Moral Duties of the Individual," given by 
teachers of highest moral integrity, with a 
view to raising law-abiding citizens and wip
ing out crime. This basic moral school edu
cation is indispensable in view of the fact 
that many parents are neglecting their duty 
to give their children a sound moral educa
tion, and many children are deprived of the 
blessings of a church Sunday school. 

With my best wishes, I am, 
Very sincerely, 

LILY F. ZELL. 

MAy 24, 1964. 
Hon. WAYNE MoRsE: I have just listened 

to you being interviewed on our present pol
icy in southeast Asia. I am 100 percent in 
accord with your thinking. I thank God for 
you and men like you who have the guts to 
speak up and give the people facts. Honesty 
and truth will never be defeated. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE M. SPARKS, 

Pomona, Calif. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., May 25, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE B. MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I heard your Sunday 
telecast in which you questioned the con
stitutionality of our sending troops to Viet
nam. 

From what I have read, I have for some 
time felt as you do. The question is what 
is the most effective step a citizen can take 
to express his views where it may do some 
good. I am certain that not only the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee is aware of 
your point of view, but also the entire Sen
ate. 

So far as I know, I have recourse only to 
my district's Congressman and Senator 
KUCHEL. Have you any other suggestions? 

Yours sincerely, 
WILLIAM C. WAGNER. 

STOCKTON, CALIF., May 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: In regard 

to the program "Face the Nation" when you 
were intervie·wed on Sunday, May 24, 1964, 
Mrs. Batt and I agree with you that the 
United States has no business in Vietnam 
fighting a war by ourselves. We feel the U.N. 
.should send a peacekeeping force there. 

Keep up the good work. We also favor your 
stand on civil rights, that it is about time 
the Negro is given his constitutional rights. 
It's about time the American Negro is treated 
as a first-class citizen. 

Sincerely, 

Mr. WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

PETER E. BATT, 
PAULINE BATT. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR SIR: I just heard your talk on "Face 
the Nation" and I think you were glorious. 
Your view coincides with mine on this mat
ter perfectly. I think it would be a good 
thing if someone like you would stump the 
country and wake the people up to what is 
going on as there seems to be an apathy on 
the part of the people on this whole thing. 
They are spending billions of dollars on this 
cold war which should be used for the bene
fit of poor people instead of armament. It 
seems to me if communism is good for these 
people you can't stop it anyway and if it 
isn't, it won't succeed. I am glad that at 
last someone is coming out against this 
whole program. 

Yours sincerely, 

SANTA MONICA, CALIF. 

Senator WAYNE B. MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

W. MINCHERHONT. 

MAY 25, 1964. 

DEAR MR. MoRsE: Congratulations from a 
Californian who wishes you were from this 
State, but who considers it lucky that you 
are in the Senate no matter what State you 
are from. 

I wish I could vote for you. I wish I could 
be of some help to you. However, you seem 
to get along fine, and I hope you stay in the 
Senate forever. The greatest embarrassment 
in my life is that in a country as big and as 
rich as this one is, there are only you and a 
couple of others in the whole Senate who are 
brave enough, smart enough, and humane 
enough to speak and act inte111gently. 

Thank you very much for serving in the 
Senate. The next time you are campaigning, 
my husband and I wish to contribute to 
your campaign. Please keep our address and 
let us know where your campaign headquar
ters will be in Oregon. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. MEGAN CLARK. 

PHOENIX, ARIZ., May 24, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Have just watched, as I 
always do, "Face the Nation." Thank you 
for giving voice to the opinions I have long 
held, both as to our southeastern policy, and 
the civil rights issue. I firmly believe in 
every word you uttered. I am glad there is 
one American in public life with the wisdom 
to form such opinions, and the strength to 
express them. Keep up the good work. My 
son was a casualty of World War II. I be
lieve the United Nations is the hope of the 
world. But how can it function if the 
world's most powerful Nation wages war on 
its own initiative? 

God bless you, Senator. 
Yours truly, 

FRANCES DIX. 

MAY 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR: I heard your talk on the 

radio program, "Face the Nation." I agree 
with you in what you said Sunday evening, 
May 24, 1964. Thank you. The United Na
tions is our only hope. 

THOMAS A. FRANCIS. 
P .S.-May God bless and protect you in a 

special way . 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: Your recent interview on 
the CBS television program revealed your 
outstanding faith and knowledge of the 
American people. I want to add my support 
to your views regarding the mess in South 
Vietnam. I also hope that the United Na
tions will be able to restore peace. This war 
is dirty and will lead to the use of atomic 
weapons unless something is done. I hope 
that we can avoid this escalation of the 
conflict. 

Once again I am proud of your stand and 
hope we can have other Senators with your 
courage and ability. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

ANAHEIM, CALIF. 

Mr. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senator, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

HARLEY L. Ross. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: Three cheers for your stand 
vis-a-vis our insane foreign policy in south
east Asia. Mr. Stevenson's address before 
the U.N., last week, was a national disgrace. 
What a flagrant disregard for truth. What 
blatant propaganda. Since Caryl Chessman's 
execution, since Dallas, I have never been 
so ashamed of my country. 

If we cannot count on rationality or pro
test from the Stevensons, Rusks, and Mc
Namaras, who must we turn to for sane lead
ership? I hope the death of President Ken
nedy isn't going to cost us more than we 
are now realizing. 

Shades of the Weimar Republic. 
EDWARD F. NASH, 

Los Angeles, Calif. 
P.S.-Your appearance on "Face the Na

tion" (May 24) was most inspiring. 

CHATTANOOGA, TENN., May 25,1964. 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Permit me to congratulate 
you having the courage to speak out, and 
frankly, about the present foreign policy as 
it concerns South Vietnam. The question is 
being frequently advanced as to whether the 
administration really has any desire to bring 
the war in that unhappy country to a close. 
Of course, you should be aware that your 
questioning attitude to this situation may 
well cost your seat in the Senate. Just how 
may other Senators, other than Senator FuL
BRIGHT, would have the courage and honesty 
to assume the position that you have in open 
criticism of this wholly useless war? 

We do not have to surrender one iota of 
our interest and honor in order to bring 
peace in all southeast Asia; we have abso
lutely no moral right to force any form of 
government upon that land or that people 
or any other land or any other people, that 
the people concerned do not wish to have; 
we do not have any moral right either to 
force any religion upon the people there or 
any other place or country that the people 
of that country do not wish to have. I real
ize that it is harsh but it is all too true that 
America is reflecting the ugly shadow of 
Hitler across the whole world. A long de
layed reaction of disgust and remorse is 
slowly taking form here at home. 

There is absolutely no indication that a 
change in political control in Washington 
would generate a sense of responsibility in 
our dealings with other countries; but it is 
entirely possible that the Congress may have 
to assert its authority over control of the 
"silent government"; that is the CIA, in order 
for us to live at peace with any government. 

Respectfully, 
C. C. OAKES. 
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Los ANGELES, CALIF., 

May 24, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Democrat of Oregon, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: After seeing and hearing you on 
TV today in "Face the Nation" I am com
pelled to let you know how appreciative I 
am of your foreign policy views, and I sin
cerely hope that you wm speak many times 
on TV to the people. 

It has long been my thinking that we 
should not be in Asia fighting this useless 
war which will never end, but I never knew 
until hearing you that there were legal rea
sons as well as moral reasons we should not 
be there. 

Hoping that you w111 continue your fight 
in this regard, knowing that all of the peo
ple are with you, I am 

Yours respectfully, 
Mrs. MARGARET S. BARRETT. 

P.S.-You are my choice for Vice President. 

MAY 26, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: We applaud the 

stand taken by you and Senator GRUENING 
on Vietnam, also on Cuba and Laos. Our 
foreign policy leaves much to be desired. 
The more our Government talks peace the 
more it prepares for war and sends American 
boys off to do the killing and to be killed. 

We believe nations must select their own 
governments and not have them forced upon 
them by outside interests. We believe only 
the people can decide their own destiny. We 
cannot police the whole world and threaten 
the world with extinction if it is composed 
of peoples and nations who want a different 
way of life than our own. The U.N. exists 
to settle differences, to promote peace. Why 
is the United States so reluctant to bring 
these matters before that body of nations? 

Mr. and Mrs. CURCIO. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., May 24, 1964, 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: Thank you, sir, for your out
spoken opposition to our Government's dan
gerous foreign policy. Not only is it danger
ous but so immoral. My heart goes out to 
those poor little people who are suffering so 
terribly as a result of our policy. 

It's like a breath of fresh air to hear you 
and Senator FULBRIGHT and others speak out 
against this dangerous and immoral policy. 

May I have some .copies of your speeches? 
Deepest regards. 

Mrs. BILLIE SCOTT. 

LOS ANGELES, CALIF., 
May 23, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Your recent state
ment that the newspapers are not telling the 
American people the situation in Vietnam is, 
unhappily, but too true. Suppression by the 
press and other mass media of the discussion 
of the policy of the United States in Vietnam 
which has gone on in the Senate is a grave 
state of things, especially the blackout of 
your speeches and those of Senator GRUE
NING. I urge you to take every means to tell 
the people the facts and to rouse their oppo
sition to the present dangerous and irre-
sponsible involvement. · 

Yours truly, 
JULIET GREEN. 

SAN JosE, CALIF., 
May 23, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Thank you for your 
opposition to the Vietnam war. I hope that 
that area can be neutralized with the help 
of the United Nations. 

Sincerely yours, 
GEORGE L. COLLINS. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., 
May 26, 1964. 

Senator \YAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Bravo. Bravo. 
Bravo. I refer to your courageous stand on 
the Vietnam situation. Sometimes it may 
seem futile, but you are making a considera
ble dent on public opinion. 

Sometimes I get so disgusted with our for
eign policy in southeast Asia I honestly want 
to leave the country, but when I read your 
words I decide to stay. I could move to 
Oregon instead. It must be full of sane, wise 
people, to elect the likes of you. 

Sincerely, 
MARGARET BATES. 

BRONX, N.Y., May 25, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Despite the irre
sponsible lack of reporting by the New York 
press, some aspects of your views of the tragic 
political and military developments in and 
among the states of Indochina have come 
through. The superficial reporting makes 
them sound wonderful, and when occasion
ally your ideas are reported in some depth 
they are absolutely brilliant. I hope that 
you and your several colleagues in the Sen
ate will continue to present your strongly 
reasoned views on the failure of American 
policy in southeast Asia to achieve a re
sponsible political settlement there to which 
all of our allles can adhere. Certainly, fur
ther unilateral American actions in that area 
without the complete and equal participa
tion of Great Britain and France would be 
incredibly foolhardy and a threat to world 
peace. 

Recalling that the Democratic Party was 
able to revive its political fortunes and re
verse the public opinion that it was the 
dangerous war party which resulted from the 
intervention on the continent of Asia in 
1950 when in 1954 Senators Johnson, Ken
nedy and Mansfield strongly opposed the at
tempts of many Republicans to stampede 
President Eisenhower into an Indochina war, 
I am sure that the present Democratic lead
ership will not p·ermit the present Demo
cratic administration from being frightened 
into a war on the continent of Asia by Re
publican critics. I think that Senator Lyn
don Johnson's words during the April 1954 
crisis are even more applicable today. He 
declared that he was "against sending Amer
ican GI's into the mud and muck of Indo
china on a bloodletting spree to perpetuate 
colonialism and white man's exploitation in 
Asia." 

Considering the poor reporting of your 
speeches, I would appreciate it if you could 
send me a copy of each of the speeches which 
you have made this year on the Indochina 
problem. 

Thank you very much, again, for the im
portant work in which you are engaged in 
foreign affairs. 

Sincerely, 
LEONARD P. LIGGIO. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., May 26,1964. 
DEAR SENATOR: I wish to Congratulate and 

thank you for your clear, convincing, and 
courageous statements on the war in Viet
nam. I heard you on TV on Sunday and 
was very much impressed. I find myself in 
100 percent agreement with what you said. 
The United States has no right to be taking 
unilateral action in Vietnam. This situa
tion should be handed over to the U.N. 

Would you please send me a copy of one 
of your speeches on Vietnam? I should like 
to use it in a social studies class. 

Thank you very much. 
Sincerely yours, 

HELEN V. SCHMITT. 

OROVILLE, CALIF., May 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We listened to your 

presentation on southeast Asia-Vietnam, 
etc., on the program "Face the Nation." We 
agree with your faith in the ability of the 
American people to formulate foreign policy 
if given the f·acts. We appreciate your giving 
us such a factual account of this serious 
problem. We agree that this serious situa
tion should be taken to the United Nations 
and that we should not take unilateral ac
tion. We are appalled that our American 
troops are again dying by the thousands 
in a war we cannot win because it is unde
clared and unsupported by the U.N. Steven
son's speech caused us concern. 

Mr. and Mrs. W. J. DUNN. 

MAY 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: I heartily 

agree with your position on Vietnam over 
the CBS interview this Sunday morning. 

Thank you for making the issue so clear
cut and unequivocal. The peace of the world 
is at stake, and as you say, "might does not 
make right," and let us live by international 
law, and not risk nuclear war. Let us keep 
nuclear war outlawed. 

I am a good Democrat. We need your 
clear-cut and forceful position on basic 
issues. 

Very sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. MAX KAGAN. 

OLD LYME, CONN., May 22, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: My family and I wish 
to thank you for "speaking up" for the Amer
ican people and not for our military. You 
spoke eloquently on the "Face the Nation" 
program and we hope you will continue to be 
our rather lonely voice in the Senate. 

Respectfully, 
EVA R. SCHMITT and FAMILY. 

CAMBRIDGE, MAss., May 28, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. MORSE: We were very disturbed 
to read that some Pentagon personnel were 
considering the use of atomic weapons in 
South Vietnam. We feel that this would be 
an incredible folly. 

We strongly support your stand on Viet
nam and are personally in favor of an imme
diate negotiated settlement with the Viet
cong or an immediate and complete with
drawal of American troops and weapons from 
South Vietnam. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. RONALD JANSEN. 

CAMBRIDGE, MAss., May 28, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: As an engineer I 

am delighted to see that you are against 
dropping atom bombs to reduce foliage (and 
"peopliage") in Vietnam. Our scrap in Viet
nam is highly illegal, and unless we can 
come to a peaceable agreement shortly we 
should get out of Vietnam. 

Sincerely, 
Miss FRANCES M. HICKEY. 

MY DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: On 
Sunday, I've listened to you on "Face the 
Nation," especially on the subject of the 
war in South Vietnam. I think your voice 
was an echo of some of our great Americans 
of yesteryear. The facts you have revealed·, 
that the United States is conducting an un:.. 
warranted war in South Vietnam, your 
emphasis on informing the people of the 
United States of all the facts, that if the 
war is extended to the north it will inevitably 
escalate to a nuclear war. I think we have 
reached a crucial point. The war must be 
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stopped now. I agree with your recom
mendation that the U.N. be given the man
date as the only authority to administer a 
strong military peace force in southeast 
Asia to enforce peace instead of war. My 
congrSJtulations to you for speaking up so 
truthfully on behalf of us-the people. 

More power to you. 
Yours for a peaceful policy, 

Mrs. L. ROSENTHAL. 
CULVER ClTY, CALIF. 

Los ANGELES, May 24, 1964. 
The Honorable Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: Both my sons were in the last 
war, and I hope my -grandsons will not have 
to fight in the jungles of South Vietnam. I 
therefore commend you for the stand you 
take to neutralize that part of the world, and 
I wish you every success. 

Respectfully yours, 
Mrs. SARAH GURA VICH. 

Hon. Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

SIR: I was so happy to hear your remarks 
on television this morning, Sunday, May 24, 
1964, regarding the situation and the stand 
this Government has taken in the war in 
Vietnam and the Far East generally. I must 
say I was shocked when I heard Mr. Steven
son's stand the other day. I have been quite 
an admirer of Governor Stevenson and usu
ally can agree with his ideas but after hearing 
him the other day I began to think perhaps 
I was "crazy" for I disagree with his ideas 
as bro8idcast this week. Mter hearing your 
remarks this morning I was so happy to know 
there are others who take exception to my 
Government's stand and intentions. 

This is the second letter I have written to 
you. The other was when you were still a 
registered Republican and I am a Democrat 
but I do agree and commend your stand on 
so many ideas and thoughts. Please keep up 
the good work and God bless and keep you. 

Mrs. EsTHER RoHDE. 
LA MEsA, SAN DIEGO Co., CALIF. 

DENBEIGH, VA., May 26,1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Although I live far from the 
State which you represent, I want to tell you 
how much I enjoyed the interview you gave 
over the radio last Sunday evening. 

Your views coincide with mine exactly. I 
am glad to know that we have a man of your 
calibre and courage representing all of us 
in the U.S. Senate. 

Wishing you good health and success, 
Sincerely, 

FRED SMITH. 

ERWIN, TENN., May 25,1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I wish to congratu
late you for speaking out so forthrightly in 
the cause of humanity and political decency. 
Every American is indebted to you and 
the men in our Armed Forces must be great
ly relieved to have even one man stand up 
for minding our own business. 

It is almost unbelievable to hear any Amer
ican having the daring to speak his mind 
these days; there have been so many obscene 
political lies such as those on Cuba and Bra
zil and Guatemala that to have anyone show 
unflinching courage is a cause for great re
joicing. 

I wrote to the President myself about pull
ing out of South Vietnam, but my letter was 
at once referred to the State Department to 
send me a lot of diplomatic doubleta.lk. 

So hooray for the people of Oregon for 
electing a great Senator. • 

Very sincerely, 
ELIZABETH SEEMAN. 

VINELAND, N.J., May 26, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I listened to your answers 
on the program "Face the Nation." I agree 
with you that we shouldn't be in South Viet
nam with men even if we are only training 
their men, I think this should be a U.N. 
program with our support. The way I look 
at it, we are not getting support of the Com
munists in Laos because we are engaging in 
war against them in South Vietnam. 

As Gen. Smedley Butler told us here in 
Vineland about 35 years ago, to never try to 
fight the Chinese in land fighting as they 
could send men through our lines just as 
they proved in the Korean war. President 
L.B.J. is doing a good job but his advisers 
are giving him the wrong tips. 

Keep up your good work. 
If I can help in any way please let me 

know. 
Yours truly, 

J. LEWIS HADSELL. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: I want to thank you for your 
speech yesterday on TV, "Face the Nation." 
I believe your speech and answers may have 
saved this Nation and the world from an 
atom war in south Asia and a third world 
war. Your speech was a warning in the 11th 
hour and I hope the Presidential advisers-
who in this case look like teenagers in knee
pants-will be sent back to school. 

Please, sing out again when necessary. 
Sincerely, 

GUNNAR L. BERNTSEN. 

BIG SPRING, TEx., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I have just listened 
to you "Face the Nation" and how much I 
did enjoy you. Do wish we had more Repre
sentatives who shared your view in Washing
ton to represent us. We are represented by 
too many people who can't think for them
selves and are just "yes" men. Thank God 
for having you, a man who does think, and 
who isn't afraid to express an opinion. I 
just had to tell you. American people are 
entitled to know the truth, but do they know 
it? I don't think so, and I think as tax
payers, we are entitled to the truth. 

I had rather have a wrong opinion, than 
have no opinion at all. 

Keep up the good fight and I am so glad you 
faced the Nation. 

Most sincerely, 
CLEo I. GUY. 

P.S.-Do you put out a newsletter-if so, 
how could I obtain copies? 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C, 

Los ANGELES, 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: I wish to applaud your TV 
presentation last Sunday. I agree with your 
views, especially on Vietnam, and admire 
your forthrightness and courage. You speak 
for numberless Americans who seek a peace
ful solution to our international difficulties. 
Keep up the good work. 

Yours truly, 
GERTRUDE REED. 

OSKALOOSA, IOWA, 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We heard your tele
Vision talk against our sending troops to 
southeast Asia. My husband and I have often 
talked about this. Why our boys should be 
sent over there to die in an undeclared war 
(as you said) is a sad mystery to us. 

God bless you for speaking out. 
Sincerely, ~ 

Mrs. C. W. GILDERBLOOM. 
This should be done through the United 

Nations. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I just came home 
from church and turned on NBC and your 
interview, F81Ce the Nation, was on. 

It is the most intelligent information that 
has been given to the American people. The 
President should take heed and make this 
information h1s own, as only God could use 
you, Mr. MoRSE, to deliver this message now. 
Mr. Johnson speaks of God so often 1f he 
will just let God direct him in carrying out 
such most important intelligent God-directed 
information then the American people as 
you say will go along. 

I am a registered Republican and have been 
all my full experience here in the world, but 
my God-given intelligence directs my way 
when it comes to voting. Now, if Mr. Johnson 
will put God first and let Him direct his way, 
God also directs the American people. 

When it comes to voting, the American peo
ple as a whole, vote for the lesser of the two 
evils. Mr. MoRSE, I have been God-directed 
to write this message, as I am an Austrian 
scientist the past 30 years. I know one must 
be God-directed. 

I thank the Father and you for that most 
important message and let us see it take roots 
by the grace of God, so be it. 

Sincerely, 
J. G. WAGNER. 

FALMOUTH, MAss., 
May 24,1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Would that we h8id 
more Congressmen with the vision, intel
ligence and courage which you showed in the 
broadcast of "Face the Nation" today. My 
name will mean nothing to you but I hope 
you receive thousands of letters like mine, 
supporting your views on the present U.S. 
foreign policy and the United Nations. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALICE F. MITCHELL. 

Republican voter in Florida but really an 
independent as suiting ideas of candidates. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

MILFORD, MAss., 
May 22, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: Please stick to the state
ment you made about not sending American 
boys to fight in a war we should not be in. 

None of our boys should be subjected to 
such miseries. 

When we are not at war those boyd go 
through many hardships and 1Ulen they are 
just peacetime veterans and cannot receive 
any of the GI benefits. 

Wishing you well and many years In the 
Senate. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. MARGARET MORSE. 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA, 
May 26,1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: You spoke the minds of mil
lions of U.S. citizens. 
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We have no legal excuse for sending our 

soldiers to Vietnam to be killed or to kill. 
Too much of. foreign troubles are in the 

interest of some private business or corpora
tion. 

We do not have the facts on that, and 
other things as well. 

I was glad to see you stand and be 
counted-on Vietnam, and civil rights
today. 

Sincerely, 
J. B. MITCHELL. 

MASPETH, N.Y., 
May 26, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: We have just 
finished looking at the TV program "Face 
the Nation" in which you participated. We 
whole.heartedly agree with your views on the 
whole Vietnam mess. It is a willful waste 
of human life to send our boys over there. 
Certainly it is a matter for the United Na
tions to act upon. We applaud you for 
bringing this before the public and I hope 
we Will 'be hearing and seeing more of . you 
on TV. I have just finished writing to Sen
ator Javits, President Johnson, and Senator 
Fulbright in regard to this very important 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
!RENE MALMBERG 
Mrs. E. Walter Malmberg. 

HOLLYWOOD, CALIF., May 24,1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Thank God. Thank God. 
Your "Face the Nation" appearance gave us 
Americans the first full feeling of listening to 
an American of judgment, Wisdom, and cour
age in the area of foreign policy we have had 
in years. 

You filled us with hope that the truth, 
the facts, the peril, and the American alter
native may yet reach our fellow citizens. 

How absurd you made all the martial airs 
of McNamara, Rusk, and their satell1te 
Stevenson sound against the clarion ring of 
your clarity and sanity. 

Hold fast-you give us our opportunity to 
make our desires heard, felt, and followed. 

With profound gratitude, 
HERBERT SIBERMAN. 

SILVER SPRING, MD., 
May 24, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I thought your talk 
o:n "Face the Nation" today was excellent 
and I agreed with every word that you said 
concerning South Vietnam. 

I am from Michigan and have always had a 
very high regard for Secretary McNamara 
and still do for that matter. However, if he 
is to become the symbol for what we are 
doing in South Vietnam, and I guess he is, 
then you are absolutely right in your deci
sion to oppose him for the vice presidential 
nomination. 

Congratulations and please keep up the 
good work. I would be very happy to help 
in any way that I was able. 

Sincerely, 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

JAMES H. INGLIS. 

ZION, ILL., 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: Yesterday afternoon I hap
pened to have on TV and heard your state
ment in regard to our jnvolvement in the war 
in Vietnam and the cost it Will take in 
American lives. 

All I know is what I hear and read in the 
newspapers and see and hear on TV but be-

ing a veteran of World War I and a member 
of the VFW I can reach my own opinions. 

I say let McNamara fight his own war. If 
the French couldn't win it how can we? The 
natives over there do not react like we Ameri
cans do; and you cannot change the spots 
on a leopard. 

What is the purpose of the U.N. nowadays? 
I never did think much of its ultimate suc
cess and today we are the biggest sucker in 
the world. I pray that God gives us states
men who Will put our country in its right 
place; that they have the guts to stand up 
and be counted. 

I compliment you on your guts to come 
out and make your stand on Vietnam. I 
hope millions heard your statement and it 
should be broadcast from coast to coast. 
Maybe the people will wake up. They need 
a good jarring. 

Respectfully, 
ROBERT S. LEE. 

READING, PA., 
. May 24,1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: I sure was glad to hear 
a voice that says what he thinks on "Face 
the Nation." 

Trouble as I see it, Mr. Senator, our news 
media have the people educated; it pays 
more financially to be for a war program than 
for a· peace program. 

What I think our leaders should point out 
to the people that after every war we get 
more communism, so war is not the answer 
to solve our problems. 

It seems as though the owners of industry 
think they have nothing to gain with a 
democratic plan for all industry. 

How about Sweden? 
Nowadays people have no time or I should 

say fear to talk politics and economics. 
A job is so precious that most people fear 

to talk about controversial matters. 
My wife and I struggled in a. small 

grocery store for the last 40 years. Enjoying 
good health we were able to educate our 
three children. Two teachers and one busi
nessman. 

With civil rights and unemployment there 
sure is plenty for our leaders to fight for. 

Hope to take a trip to the State of Oregon 
soon. 

Kindly answer. 
PAUL E. RICKENBACH. 

P.S.-Voters need encouragement, too. 

POMONA, CALIF., 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: Thank you 
for your appearance on television today. 
Never miss an opportunity to present your 
views to the American people. You can 
clarify our thinking. 

E. WAMEL. 

SOUTH NORWALK, CONN., 
May 24,1964. 

MY DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations 
on your TV interview today in "Face the 
Nation." It was wonderful to hear your 
point of view on southeast Asia expressed so 
forcefully. Thank you. 

Very gratefully, 
ANITA WILCOX. 

NEW YoRK, N.Y., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: Having heard you express your 
views on the program "Face the Nation," I 
am writing you again to express my apprecia
tion for the courageous fight· you are wag
ing against our disastrous pol1cy in South 
Vietnam and Laos. 

I am in complete accord with your opin
ion that if we continue taking unilateral ac-

tion in southeast Asia, it will only result in 
a holocaust for all concerned. 

Thank you for doing your utmost to influ
ence our administration to change their pol
icy, and to work for a peaceful solution. 

Respectfully yours, 
HELEN LEMBERG. 

FLEMINGTON, N.J., 
May 24, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: God bless you for the con
tribution to peace that you are making with 
your courageous stand in these troubled 
times. We need men like you to give leader
ship to a world gone mad. 

Keep up your fight for peace. You have the 
millions who want peace behind you. You 
are a man of high principles. May you keep 
well and lead us to sanity and peace and 
civil rights. 

Sincerely yours, 

Senator WAYNE MoosE, 
Washington, D.C. 

ALMA SZATMORY. 

ITHACA, N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I am a 16-year-old 
student in high school. Recently, we have 
been studying the two World Wars. I have 
become rather alarmed, especially after start
ing to read "The Guns of August," by Bar
bara Tuchman, at the striking similarities, if 
not in some cases parallels, between the 
situations of 1900--1914, 1933-39, and 1947-
64. Actually, I see many reasons to be opti
mistic now; international, especially Russo
American, good will seems to be, at least at 
times, sincerely meant and well thought out. 
At other times, however, our Nation's policies 
seem guided by a desire to "conquer nations 
for democracy" as immoral as the Commu
nist desire to bring countries under their 
influence which we condemn so strongly in 
all our words and actions. 

The present Vietnam, or southeast Asian, 
situation, is one such case. Tonight, on 
CBS radio, I heard you speak in what I found 
an intelligent and sincere manner on this 
crisis. I was very encouraged to realize that 
there are men who hold such realistic and 
nonm111taristic or chauvinistic views some
where in our Government. I find your pro
posal of a U.N. peacekeeping force in Viet
nam sound and necessary, and I certainly 
hope that you can use your influence to 
change our country's foreign policy on this 
matter, for Vietnam is undoubtedly one of 
the most sensitive triggers in the world 
today. I am glad you have faith in the 
American people, as an American citizen. I 
wholeheartedly support you on this issue. 

Sincerely yours, 
HUMPHREY MORRIS. 

"FACE THE NATION," CBS, 
New York City. 

MAY 25, 1964. 

DEAR Sms: Congratulations on giving the 
American people a chance to hear the views 
of Senator WAYNE MoRSE. The suppression 
of his views by the press is one of the more 
disquieting aspects of the whole Vietnamese 
situation. 

If the Russian delegate to the United Na
tions had not quoted from Senator MoRsE's 
speech on the Senate floor, many Americans 
would not have known the opposition ex
ists. If you had not allowed the Senator 
to "face the Nation" the American people 
would not have been able to hear the Sena
tor expound his total position. It is absurd 
for them to get only that part which the 
Russian delegate thinks suits his case. 

Yours sincerely, 
CLARK FoREMAN, 

Director. 
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JERSEY CITY, N.J., May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: YOU spoke out real 
good on TV today. So when you get to
gether with L.B.J., it wm be a forward step 
for the U.S.A. 

Sincerely yours. 
Mrs. M. CARNEY. 

P.S.-Our President is a brave, courageous 
man. He needs your kind of Senator. 

CLAREMONT, N.H., May 24,1964. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
The Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: A million "thank you's" for 
the magnificent deli very of commonsense 
which you so ably gave to the Nation today. 
Last night a worried group met to discuss 
many of the truths you so courageously ex
posed today. My fear was that so few Amer
icans would know about the machinations 
in high places. Now, I hope mlllions have 
been enlightened, thanks to a great wise 
Senator. 

Very truly yours, 
RUTH HAMll.TON. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I was amazed and 
flabbergasted to find that the late city edition 
of today's New York Times (May 25, 1964) 
didn •t carry a single line about your TV 
interview that took place yesterday. 

I expected it to be page-oned since it 
is the most important contribution I've 
heard to sanity on the question of South 
Vietnam, etc. 

I've written to the New York Times edi
tor expressing my indignation. I should 
think an inquiry by your oftlce may be in 
order. 

Best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

ABE WEISBURD. 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
May 24,1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: We heard your wonderful 
talk over television on Vietnam and Laos. 
We agree with everything you saiQ. _and hope 
you will keep up the good fight. 

We think it would be a good idea to show 
to President Johnson and Secretary of State 
Rusk, the letters you get commending your 
stand, so they will know that the people 
here want peace and not war in Vietnam. 

Very truly yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. EDWIN ALBRECHT. 

COPY OF TELEGRAM SENT TO PRESIDENT 
JOHNSON 

Heard Senator WAYNE MORSE on television 
give his views on securing peace in Vietnam 
and Laos. Urge that you give most earnest 
consideration to his suggestions. 

W. ALBRECHT. 

REBA PLACE FELLOWSHIP, 
Evanston, IZZ., May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I simply want to ex
press my deep gratitude for your position on 
the war in Vietnam. 

I saw and heard you today on "Face the 
Nation" and felt a burden lifting, knowing 
that someone in public oftlce had the courage 
and wisdom to say the things you did. 

I am praying that God will give you 
strength to continue bringing this message 
with clarity and force. It will be a dark day 
ahead for our Nation, I fear, if we continue 
the policies we have, both toward Vietnam 
and Cuba. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN Mn.LER. 

ALAMEDA, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

SENATOR MORSE: I heard you this morning 
on "Face the Nation." Congratulations. I 
hope President Johnson was listening in. 
The only way to get results with the United 
Nations is to follow the rules-and the na
tions that do not pay their way-expel them. 

G. MORRIS. 

NEw YoRK, N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: Congratulations-
words cannot express how welcome were your 
courageous and sensible thoughts expressed 
on the TV program this afternoon. 

I hope everyone you mentioned on the air 
viewed the program-and I wonder if even 
you realize how many of the women of the 
Nation agree with you wholeheartedly. 

Please continue to use every opportunity 
to so forthrightly and forcefully express your 
ideas--as well as whatever else you can to 
bring about a change in the present unhappy 
course of events. 

Sincerely, 
IsABELLE JOYCE. 

Mn.L VALLEY, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE. 
DEAR SIR: We have just heard your speech 

on television this morning on southeast Asia 
and our military participation in that area. 
Your talk made it very clear to me that we 
should let the United Nations handle this 
situation. 

I think the legal aspects are not made 
clear to the American people. 

If you have any literature on this question 
I would appreciate very much being on your 
mailing list. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. W. W. BLUME. 

PHn.ADELPHIA, PA., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR Sm: Once again I must warmly ap
plaud you, on your talk appearing on "Face 
the Nation," this Sunday (May 24). It takes 
great courage to speak the truth as you have 
and particularly point out the mistakes of 
some of our topmen specifically in reference 
to our policy in Vietnam. Please maintain 
your health so you may continue to speak 
out for peace through the United Nations, 
as against an ultimate war that we might be 
catapulted in to with this reckless policy of 
a unilateral action by the Armed Forces of 
the United States. God speed to you, sir, and 
we pray for you every night. I am a veteran 
of World Wars I and II. 

Sincerely, 
DAVE LIPNER. 

P.S.-Please try to influence Senator CLARK 
as I and others seeiningly cannot. 

Thank you. 

ATLANTA, GA., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: I am an insignificant stu
dent from India. But allow me to express 
my adiniration and respect for your wise and 
courageous stand on the issues you discussed 
on the TV program today. 

More men like you, sir, and we could be 
sure of a world where peace and sanity would 
preside. 

Sincerely, 
DAVIDYEEDA. 

DEAR SIR: I am a college student and I had 
the pleasure .of seeing you on the CBS pro
gram, "Face the Nation." 

My family and I want to commend you 
for your straightforward opinions and an
swers. It is an inspiring sight, indeed, to 
see someone speak the forbidden and think 

the unthinkable. There is too much to lose 
if the American people believe and practice 
the "one side coin" that all too many public 
oftlcials are handing their constituents. I 
hope that there are many people thinking 
as you are talking. Perhaps, now that free 
discussion is not only legal but also respect
able, more and more people will say what 
they think. 

I agree with your colleague, Senator J. 
Wn.LIAM FuLBRIGHT, in his statement that we 
are living with "old myths in the face of 
new realities." It is a shame that it takes 
great courage to speak the words and beliefs 
of our Founding Fathers. 

Walter Lippmann once wrote, "there has 
been a benevolent and patriotic conspiracy 
throughout our public life to pretend that 
there is only one answer, and that the right 
answer can be had any day from the oftlcial 
spokesman of the State Department." I am 
happy to know that there are such coura
geous leaders as yourself in the U.S. Senate 
to give us another answer. 

My address: John Hamilton; 271 North 
Fifth Avenue, Canton, Ill. 

Very respectfully yours, 
JOHN HAMll.TON. 

SANTA MoNICA, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

Hon. HUBERT H . HUMPHREY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR HUBERT: You may or may not have 
heard Senator WAYNE MoRSE's indi'ctment of 
the current handling of the U.S. conduct 
of affairs in southeast Asia on the CBS 
television "Face the Nation" program today. 

I think, and many others must think, it 
urgent that the Congress, the President, and 
his Cabinet should consider his criticisms 
and proposals very seriously. 

This situation might easily become even 
more disastrous than the Korean one did. 
I know you have your hands full managing 
the civil rights bill-and doing an excellent 
job at it-but I hope you will use your potent 
influence, and at once, in this extremely im
portant Asian affair. 

With personal regards. 
ROY G. BLAKEY. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I knew you slightly 
when on the University of Minnesota staff 
some years ago, though I would not expect 
you to remember me. I hope you will suc
ceed in securing a better and successful pro
cedure in Asia. 

ROY G. BLAKEY. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: How refreshing and 
heartwarming it was to hear the facts on 
Vietnam instead of empty rhetoric which is 
Mr. Stevenson's forte. Would that more Sen
ators would be less arrogant and more 
truthful. 

Also if we were above suspicion in Laos, 
why didn't we disapprove of the rightiste 
and the moderates combining? Wasn't it 
reasonable to expect that the Pathet Lao 
wouldn't be happy about this? It's supposed 
to be a coalition government, isn•t it? 

Thank you and thank you. Keep up your 
good work. 

Cordially, 
PAULA KLINGHOFFER. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

HANOVER, PA., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: I was delighted to 
hear your forthright views on our foreign 
policy in southeast Asia on the Face the 
Nation program today on TV. We need more 
people who wlll courageously speak those 



1961, CONGRESSIONAl: RECORD-, SENATE 12407 
views. I am glad you shared with the Na
tion your views. We certainly have bypassed 
the United Nations in this situation. I too 
was disappointed in Ambass-ador Stevenson's 
speech to the U.N. You are so right that 
right actions should not depend on politics 
or poll tical expediency. 

Your views on the civil rights issue were 
equally appealing to me. I do hope we do 
not water down the blll, and if it doesn't 
have all we want for equal rights for the 
Negroes, I hope you do plug away until the 
Congress does pass the necessary legislation 
to give the Negroes their constitutional 
rights. 

Inpedendent thinking of conviction is a 
refreshing breeze; keep up the good work. 

Sincerely yours, 
BEATRICE M. MYERS. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., May 24, 1964. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senator from Oregon, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm : My wife and I were fortunate 
enough to hear you on the program "Face the 
Nation" today. 

I may say thrut seldom have we been so 
stirred. What you said was what millions of 
Americans want to hear. You are absolutely 
right, Sir, you can trust the informed Amer
ican people, who are a little tired of being 
uninformed! 

At the end of the program, my wife said 
"If only we had him for President"-a senti
ment that I, and I feel certain, millions of · 
other Americans, echo. Please keep up the 
good work, in the secure knowledge that the 
people are behind you. Believe me. 

Yours very truly, 
A. C. BROOKES. 

NORWICH, CONN., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE. 
DEAR Sm: May a far easterner say thanks 

to a far westerner for a very enlightening 
TV session. I don't even know the name of 
the program (tuned in late), but it was good. 
Was it "Face the Nation" with Marvin 
Kolb, etc.? You spoke of the Vietnam situa
tion and gave us little folk food for thought. 
You said what you thought was wrong and 
gave your reasons for it. 

The thing I liked most was your obvious 
respect for those in whom you disagreed. 
No snide remarks, no political hoorah, just 
your own honest opinion. I hope Mr. Ste
venson weighs your opinion seriously. 

I liked your TV visit today and I hope 
you will again speak over the networks, and 
often. When "we, the people" hear only one 
side of any given undertaking, we have very 
little to evaluate the situation, place, or 
thing. I like your remarks in regards to the 
United Nations. We can be a mighty Nation 
only as long as we are a just Nation. That 
goes for "at home" as well as abroad. 

Sincerely, 
VENALDA CHAPMAN. 

BROOKLYN,. N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

Bon. WAYNE MoRsE, 
The Senate, Washington. 

MY DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I wish that every 
voter in the country were compelled to read, 
or have read to him, ' your comments on 
"Face the Nation" today. Never have I 
agreed with any position more completely. 

Yours truly, 
HENRY L. WooD. 

P.S.-save time and money by not sending 
the usual acknowledgement of this note. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR Sm: "WAYNE for President"-wish it 
were possible. I was simply delighted with 
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you and your opinions as expressed on "Face 
the Nation" today. 

I also share your disappointment with 
Ambassador Stevenson. He has chosen to 
articulate the Government's views, rather 
than his own deep convictions. I am con
vinced his views are actually close to your 
own as expressed on the air May 24. 

My admiration for you dates back to 1952. 
I share your hope that Mr. Stevenson re
turns to his former greatness. 

Most sincerely, 

INGLEWOOD, CALIF. 
A. KRIEGEL. 

URBANA, ILL., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE: Your remarks on 
"Face the Nation" had logic and adherence 
to our previous commitments and were very 
stimulating. I hope we will admit our er
rors, set a wonderful example by getting out 
of all places where we do not belong and 
call all nations to guard peace through the 
United Nations. 

I haven't yet left the Republicans. 
Cordially, 

W. G. KAMMLODE, 
Retired, University of Illinois. 

P.S.-No reply please, you have too much 
to do. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

NEW YORK, N.Y. 

DEAR SIR: I support your courageous stand 
on soutlieast Asia. However, in attacking 
foreign authoritarianism, one might consider 
whether the American citizen has had a 
chance to express his views on foreign policy 
at any time since the last war, in view of 
our "humpty-dumpty" two-party system. 

Your truly, 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

WILLIAM F. GARBER. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: Your position relative to 
our involvement in South Vietnam is the 
most sensible that I've heard expounded. 

I recently completed a tour of duty in that 
country and have retired from active service 
in sheer disgust with our asinine efforts to 
assist a people who will not assist them
selves. 

We have not only overequipped and over
supplied them, but now seem imbued with 
the idea of going all out in doing their fight
ing for them. 

May God give you the strength to prevail 
in getting the U.N. into South Vietnam and 
the United States out. 

Yours truly, 
F. W. LOYHENDALL. 

FALLS CHURCH, VA. 

LAW OFFICES OF GEORGE C. VOURNAS, 
INVESTMENT BUILDING, 

Washington, D.C., May 25, 1964. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I listened to your re
marks on television yesterday, and-better 
still-1 read your speech in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD regarding the same subject 
matter. Of course, you are right. 

Permit me, however, to state to you that 
as long as the U.S. Government permits either 
governmental or private agencies to poison 
the atmosphere 24 hours a day, how do you 
expect the ordinary citizen to understand the 
implications of your arguments? The ordi
nary citizen, who is supposed to be the ulti
mate source of authority in our Republic, 
has been and is being poisoned every hour 
with appeals by Radio Free Europe and other 
agencies, to the extent that he feels that we 
are at war. It has been said that "All is 

fair -In love and war." Therefore, whatever 
the Government does ·in South Vietnam is 
absolutely proper. • 

It occurs to me that if the President of 
the United States-who desires to build more 
bridges between East and West--and the U.S. 
Senate want to discharge their constitu
tional duties and obligations, they must first 
eliminate all these governmental and private 
busybodies who, like poison ivy, pollute the 
atmosphere. A good start would be with 
CIA and all its manifold activities, and then 
Radio Free Europe, etc. When that is done, 
then the voice of those who have constitu
tional responsibility in promulgating policy 
will be heard and evaluated by the ordinary 
citizens. Unless that is done, the voice of 
the White House and that of the U.S. Senate 
are voices in the wilderness. 

As ever, yours, 

Hon. WAYNE MoRsE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

GEORGE C. VoURNAS. 

NEW YoRK, N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SIR: Thank you very much for your 
excellent exposition of the foreign policy 
that we, as a Nation, must adopt both on 
legal and moral grounds. I am happy that 
you didn't permit the not-so-friendly re
porters divert you from the main issue, which 
was to inform the American public. 

I have also written to "Face the Nation," 
and President Johnson to express my support 
of all you said. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. GERTRUDE ETTENSON. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: As a stanch sup
porter of Adlai Stevenson when he was run
ning for President in 1952 and 1956, I must 
agree with your adverse criticism of him as 
expressed on today's "Face the Nation" tele
vision program and I have written him to 
tell him so. 

Of course he may have his own reasons for 
saying what he does in the U.N., including
God forbid-that he believes it. But I can't 
really think that. Is there anything you 
can think of, beyond what you said today, 
for prevailing on him to be what I hope is 
stlll himself-the self we all so admired and 
respected in 1948, 1952, 1956, and even 1960? 
If so, will you let me know what it is? And 
would it be possible to have a copy of today's 
television program? I think you did us a 
yeoman service in saying what you did. I'm 
all for it. More power to you. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. CORINNA MARSH. 

HUNTINGTON PARK, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

To U.S. Senator WAYNE MoRSE of Oregon. 
DEAR Sm: I heard you today on "Face the 

Nation." I am mighty pleased to learn that 
men like you do exist hi this country in 
which I put my last hopes and the only ones 
to save the justice and freedom of this 
planet. 

Because I feel like you, I put my whole 
life and future at stake and disregarded all 
the advices of friendly people and preferred 
self -sacrifice in order to be able to come to 
this country and to help the cause of law 
and righteousness before the violent people 
destroy them completely. It took me 10 
years <to come here a:p.d only 4 years to lose 
hope and faith in niy ideals and to get almost 
completely discouraged and stopped on my 
way of search for the law of truth and 
justice. 

Listening to you today a spark of hope lit 
in my heart and I want you, sir, to know 
that I do support your views on the law, and 
also the way to preserve the reputation and 
everything that forefathers of this country 
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sacrificed for that reputation of sincerity, 
truthfulness, peace, and justice in and !or 
the United States of America. and made it a. 
symbol and a. lea.der of peace, justice, and 
freedom for the rest of the world that lost 
most of these great gifts our Father Al
mighty presented to all of us equally. 

I hope, sir, this letter may give you addi
tional strength in your struggle for defense 
of good rules that Jesus Christ, Mohammed, 
Buddha, and other great leaders recommend
ed to mankind for their happiness and their 
salvation. 

Very truly yours, 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

PETER BASIC, 

WAYNE,PA., 
May 25, 1964. 

SENATOR: My thanks to you for the ideas 
expressed on television today, and for the 
fight you are making in the Senate for a. 
wiser foreign policy. 

I am one American who feels that our for
eign policy has been largely negative, even 
stupid, for a long time. By his handling of 
the Cuban revolution, President Eisenhower 
forced Cuba. into the arms of Russia., then 
we complain because Cuba embraces com
munism. 

We have kept mainland China. out of the 
United Nations, when it was very impor
tant for her to be there, so that there would 
be a world tribunal to which she was re
sponsible. It would be a very different story 
today if China were a. member of the United 
Nations and had to answer to that body for 
her actions in Laos and Vietnam. 

And it looks a.s if we are preparing the 
way to get nuclear weapons into the hands 
of West Germany, still largely influenced, if 
not dominated by Nazis. How can we ever 
hope to get peace with Russia, if we insist 
on making Germany the strongest power in 
Western Europe? And we talk of the "free 
world" and our devotion to democracy, yet 
it is our power that keeps the unspeakable 
Franco in his position of dictator over the 
tortured Spanish people. 

I agree with you-there can never be world 
peace unless we build up a world under law, 
we've made a beginning in the United Na
tions; we should strengthen it by using it, 
and not ignoring it, using our power to go off 
on unilateral expeditions just because we 
have the power. To me, that is cowardly. 

Respectfully yours, 
REBECCA P. E!.LIO'l"l'. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Just finished watch
ing and listening to you oxi. TV. I am in 
100 percent agreement with you on one main 
issue. The American people are not getting 
the facts. This has been a sad 15 years for 
the American people. I have been believing 
this line for the last 13 years, ever since I 
came from Korea. Why is that press don't 
not give the people the facts about our in
ternational situation? As I am stating in 
my speech tomorrow, I think if the Ameri
can people were really told how they have 
been swindled the last 15 years. I would go 
as for to say there would be the greatest up
rising this country has ever seen. I have 
read "The Ugly American" and "Nation of 
Sheep," and I have been in the Orient and 
around the world. I know for a fact we are 
being led around like a bunch of sheep. The 
money we have poured into Asia is beyond 
belief. What has it got us, nothing. • 

We are almost banging in the jungles of 
southeast Asia. Latin America, they are not 
being told about. I hope in God's name 
that you and the President and a few of the 
politicians that God some good common
sense. Will go after the press and make one 
thing clear. Get the facts to the ' people. 

I think that something should be done to 
account for our money in Asia, too. Korea-

$35 billion, Formosa-.about $10 billion or 
more. We have $50 billion in Asia. And 
we are where we were in 1950. Only we are 
now being readied to get the boot, if we don't 
do something fast. I hope that you get 
a. bill in Congress and see that every damn 
dollar of this money is accounted. I just 
got my income tax return back for audit 
and I wrote and told maybe they would like 
to keep it so they could buy a few more 
rotten B-26's. Captain Shank's letters 
which were published in Life and other 
magazines is what really burnt me up. I 
know because I fired duds in Korea, a good 
many of them. Give them hell, Senator 
MoRsE. If we had a few more people like 
you the American people would get up off 
their fat cans. If they had the facts. 

Thanking you. 
Sincerely, 

GENE LANSING, 
Disabled Veteran of Korea, July 

1950 to September 1951. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR: I first want to congratulate 
you on your stand on foreign policy ex
pressed on the CBS television program, "Face 
the Nation," on the 24th of May. I want to 
say that I completely agree with you and 
that I am appalled at the situation in south
east Asia in general, and in South Vietnam in 
particular. SpecificallJ, what I am writing 
to you about is this: You stated that the 
American people are not being informed of 
the true facts abroad. I would like to know, 
from you, what I as an individual can do to 
help inform our people of the truth. I would 
deeply appreciate any advice you can give 
me on what I can do. 

Yours truly, 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senator from Oregon, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O.: 

HARVEY SANDERS. 

ALBION, MICH., 
May 26, 1964. 

Congratulations on your attempt to pre
vent a. global war in Vietnam. 

ARTHUR W. MUNK, PH. D. 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I was one Of your in
terested listeners on "Face the Nation" to
day. Thank you for clearly telling us (one 
and all) just what's going on in this our 
beloved land, which we all love and want to 
preserve. How I wish you could have been 
on for an hour or two. Hope you are suc
cessful in convincing your fellow constitu
ents how really right you are. 

Yours truly, 
Mrs. NORA BOSSMAN. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 
DEAR SENATOR: May I compliment you 

proudly on the forthright stand and explana
tion you gave us on "Face the Nation." If 
the United Nations fail, lose their ethical 
value, we are lost. 

Mrs. SCHATZ. 

PHILADELPHIA, PA., 
May 24,1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I endorse Whole
heartedly your support of the U.N. and of 
the wisdom of taking the issue of SOuth 
Vietnam to the Security Council and if nec
essary of bringing it before the General As
sembly. I oppose strongly our unilateral 
action there (Vietnam). 

Sincerely, 
MARION M. MALLERY. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., 
May 22, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Again my thanks 
and gratitude for your consistent, courage
ous, and timely efforts for peace and a more 
realistic approach to our very dangerous 
foreign policies. It is good to know you now 
have help in this noble task from your co
workers GRUENING and MANSFIELD. The 
world now knows we, the common people, 
have voices (even) in the U.S. Senate that 
want and work for peace. 

Respectfully and cordially, 
G. J. RINDLER. 

CLEARWATER, FLA., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: I agree With 
you that the undeclared war we are waging 
against the people of Vietnam is unconstitu
tional, and also illegal under the charter of 
the United Nations--as you stated on the 
"Face the Nation" program today. We should 
cease our unilateral action there at once and 
turn the whole southeastern Asia. problem 
over to the United Nations. 

I am very disappointed in Adlai S. 
Sincerely, 

LILLIAN C. McFARLAND. 

Hon. Senator WAYNE MoRSE. 
DEAR Sm: After listening to you on "Face 

the Nation" on Sunday May 24, I agree that 
the United States should take the Vietnam 
issue to the United Nations, and withdraw 
our troops. I am against the United States 
helping militarily. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. MARY E. FrrzGERALD. 

NEW YORK CITY. 

MAY 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I happened to catch 

your TV interview by sheer chance. I want 
to tell you, I was both delighted and amazed 
to hear some straight talk for a. change on 
the southeastern situation. 

I meant to write to you later during the 
week. But when I heard the radio announce
ment that Senator GoLDWATER a.dvoca.tes 
using atomic weapons, I was horrified, and 
I'm writing to you at once. For God's sake 
Senator, for humanity's sake, don't let up a 
moment in your fight for a commonsense 
and a. realistic approach to the southeastern 
crisis. I fear to think of what could happen 
if the United Nations doesn't act soon. 

I am writing to Senators KEATING and 
JAVITS who are the Senators from my State 
urging them to support your program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH EDWARDS. 

Los ANGELES, CALIF., 
May 23, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I support vigorously 
your statements concerning southeast Asia. 
and Vietnam. Events of the past week have 
stirred me to write and urge that you in
tensify your courageous and straightforward 
opposition to recent administration state
ments concerning this area. The futility of 
our present pollcy is evident to any student 
of history, and to increase force is sheer 
folly. If the purpose is to demonstrate that 
the American way is best for Asians, then 
our means better be changed or they will 
find other ways. 

Thank you for your attention. 
Very truly yours, 

RICHARD J. HUNTER, 
Member Los Angeles County 
Democratic Central Committee. 
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GREENBRIER MILITARY SCHOOL, 

Lewisburg, W.Va., May 23, 1964. 
Han. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: It was my pleasure 
to see and hear you on the press conference 
TV program just completed. 

You did a superb job. I enjoyed all of it. 
I only wish you had had a chance to com

ment on Senator GoLDWATER's candidacy and 
a few other matters of importance. 

Sincerely, 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

J. w. BENJAMIN. 

PRINCETON, N.J., 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR MR. SENATOR: The undersigned wish 
to tell you that they heard the opinions you 
expressed on the television program on May 
24 on our foreign policy, and to congratulate 
you on your courageous outspokenness. We 
agree with your opinions wholeheartedly. 

Yours respectfully, · 
Miss MARGARET R. LAw. 

MARY RoZICH. 
CATHERINE--
NATALIE ALEXANDER. 

WEST HAVEN, CONN., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on 
that excellent interview that you had on tele
vision today. If you see anything I can do 
to help make our Vietnam policy more intel
ligent please let me know. 

I wish you would write the President 
urging him to have Senator HUMPHREY as his 
Vice Presidential candidate. 

Cordially yours, 
JEROME DAVIS, LL.D., D. LIT. 

FoREST HILLS, LoNG IsLAND, N.Y. 

Han. WAYNE MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: HOW right you are 
about the American people not being in
formed about what is going on in South Viet
nam (from your statements on the TV "Face 
the Nation" program). To confirm the truth 
of your statement and my sincere agreement 
with you, I am sending to you a copy of a 
letter I have written to the editor o! my 
union paper the RWDSU Record just a few 
days ago. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. KATIA SPELOTTI. 

FOREST HILLS, LONG IsLAND, N.Y. 

The RWDSU RECORD, 
Editor of Letters. 

May 21, 1964. 

DEAR EDITOR: To someone who is in the 
dark (myself) and needs enlightenment, 
please explain: Who started the war in 
South Vietnam? Who is fighting whom, 
and what for? And if our country is not 
at war with them, why are our boys there, 
and so many of them have given their lives, 
for what? I seek a truthful answer and hope 
to get it from you. Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. KATIA SPELOTTI, 

Stern Local 5. 

SoUTH BOSTON, MAss., 
May 24, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: Congratulations on 
your frank discussion during "Face the Na
tion." Please keep us informed. The ma
jority of Americans want to do what is 
right. 

As soon as I finish this letter, I am writ
ing to the President, asking him to bring the 
situation in South Vietnam before the Unit
ed Nations. 

God bless you. 
Sincerely yours, 

Miss MARY LYDO. 

MANHATTAN, KANS., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on 
a very fine showing today on "Face the Na
tion." I agree with and fully support every
thing you said. Keep up the good work. 

I am deeply disturbed-have been for some 
time-that we Americans do not seem to be 
getting the full truth about what is going 
on in such places as southeast Asia. How 
can we get the facts? 

Respectfully yours, 
WAYNE AMOS. 

GRAFTON, MAss., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Last night my Wife 
and I heard "Face the Nation"-an inter
view with you. Fine. 

We couldn't agree more with the views you 
so eloquently expressed-regarding Vietnam 
especially and foreign policy in general. 

Could we have a copy of the interview to 
share with friends? 

Gratefully yours, 
REGINALD ANDERSON. 

Han. WAYNE MoRSE, 

URBANA, ILL., 
May 26, 1964. 

Senator from Oregon, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: Thank you for your words on 
"Face the Nation," which came over our 
local station here at the University of lll
nois on May 24. 

We must certainly utilize the gift we have 
in the United Nations. Idealism is thought 
highly of us as graduate students. I and my 
colleagues are sometimes criticized in being 
"idealists" but we are at a point in foreign 
relations where peace is absolutely necessary. 
We must remain idealists and use the United 
Nations. We must communicate with other 
nations--via the U.N. 

Continue to speak. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

HOWARD THORSHEIM. 

Hon. WAYNE L. MoRSE, 
Senator, State of Oregon, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MAY 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: My confidence in 
the Democratic Party and my faith that our 
Nation is in the hands of some responsible 
leaders has been renewed tonight after hear
ing your remarks on CBS' "Face the Nation." 

Your plea that we must strive for inter
national peace through international law 
accepted by all nations· under the guidance 
of the United Nations is most timely, 
though grounded in a timeless philosophy. 
Thrasymachus in the "Dialogues" was wrong 
when he believed that justice was in the 
interest of the stronger, yet it would seem, 
as you pointed out, that our presence in 
Vietnam is rooted in such a notion. The 
verbal struggle, even over procedure, in the 
United Nations is a far more satisfactory 
alternative than an arnis struggle contin
ually threatening· our very existence. 

Needless to say, your desire to "give the 
Constitution to the Negro" via a strong (and 
sternly enforced) civil rights blll is admi
rable. More power to you and to leadership 
like yours which will bring our Nation to 

a position of being the rightest in the world, 
rather than the strongest. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES K. L. LAWRENCE, 

Vice President, Young Democrats, 
The Ohio State University Law School. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

RACINE, WIS., 
May 26, 1964. 

DEAR SIR: I am writing to you as a father 
whose sons are in the armed services and 
who is, I hope, a loyal American. I agree 
with your stand on sending our boys in to a 
mess the French, with their Legionnaires, 
could not cope with, what business is it of 
ours anyway; don't we recognize the United 
Nations any more, or are we so smug in our 
belief that we should run the whole world? 
Our sons are too precious to us to be at 
the beck and call of any politician or small 
nation hollering for help, let some of these 
people do their own fighting. If I had the 
means I would challenge the legality of 
sending our men into undeclared wars. 

We are a sorry mess as a Nation when 
we sit back, do nothing, and let our State 
Department experts condemn our sons to 
death, the last mess like this took a presi
dential election to get us out of. I sure pray 
it doesn't go that far this time. Please 
Senator continue your fight in the Senate 
and if needed call on the parents of the 
servicemen to pitch in and help you con
vince these nonbelievers of American family 
life. 

Sincerely, 
LEONARD DAVIS. 

WEST TOPSHAM, VT ., 
May 24,1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: Heard your television talk today 
and we heartily agree with all you said. As 
we have heard before there won't be an end 
to fighting in Vietnam in view of what is 
going on now. What can be done to make 
the President and others in authority change 
their views and do what is right instead of 
employing might? Hammer at them until 
they take notice and end this foolish waste 
of money and men. We are just dairy farmers 
but this senseless war touches all our lives. 

I never believed in the Democrats foreign 
policy and the party is too socialistic to suit 
me. We hear some people say, "I believe in 
getting all we can out of the Government." 
People lose their independence and pride 
after too many handouts. I love our coun
try, have always been a Republican, but do 
think a lot of President Johnson. I believe 
he is a good, honest, and sincere man. 
Pardon the long letter. 

Yours truly, 
Mr. and Mrs. K. A. BATTEN. 

NEW YoRK, N.Y., 
May 24,1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I listened to your 
"Face the Nation" today and could not agree 
with you more. You are right on all points. 

Sincerely, 
WINNIFRED WYGAL. 

SANTA CRUZ., CALD'., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: Having just listened to the 
broadcast of "Face the Nation" this morning, 
in which you expressed your views on our 
war in Vietnam, I wish you to know that I 
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am completely in accord with everything you 
had to say. My hope is that your stand on 
this aspect of our foreign policy can be more 
widely brought to the attention of the Ameri
can people. 

Is it possible to obtain a transcript of this 
interview of which I write? I am participat
ing on June 12, in Santa Cruz, in a public 
discussion of our southeast Asia policy. 
Therefore I am anxious to obtain any per
tinent material including speeches you may 
have made recently. The time is short, but 
I am hopeful that I may be able to receive 
from you before this meeting any printed 
matter that can be used at this discussion. 
Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
ETHEL E. ANDERSON 
Mrs. Frank A. Anderson. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senator From Oregon, 
Washington, D.O. · 

MONROE, GA., 
May 26, 1964. 

DEAR SIR: Your television appearance of 
May 24 was received here yesterday. While 
not in complete agreement with your phi
losophy it was rare and refre~hing to hear 
one clearly defined. How nice it would be 
if more of your colleagues (nationwide) 
would put courage behind their convictions 
and give the American public a clear picture 
and thus a clear choice. 

Thank you for your message. 
Sincerely, 

DOROTHY (Mrs. J. L.) MATHEWS. 

VERGENNES, VT ., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Heard you on "Face 
the Nation." That's telling •em, Senator. 
·Best I've heard in a long while. More power 
to you. 

WooDBURN HARRIS, 
Retired Farmer. 

URBANA, ILL., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Just heard you on 
"Face the Nation" and must tell you how 
<;:ompletely I agree with you-decision by an 
honestly informed public. We have alto
gether too much government by edict from 
Washington which bypasses Congress. · 

More power to you. The things you said 
need to be said. 

Sincerely, 
W. E. CARROLL. 

MILWAUKEE, WIS., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SIR: Please accept my compliments 
for your honesty, courage, and straightfor
wardness on "Face the Nation" yesterday, 
May 23. 

It is reassuring to see and hear a U.S. Sen
ator who speaks his opinions boldly, clearly, 
and fearlessly and has a realistic grasp of 
foreign affairs. 

No doubt the administration and Mr. 
Stevenson are dismayed that you cut through 
and exposed the entire phony basis of our 
activities in the Far East. And many 
Americans must have been startled. As you 
said; We do not know all that is going on
and half of what we read and hear is distilled 
or "administered." Certainly the nations 
of the world know we are not being honest 
with them nor with ourselves. Please con
tin,ue to speak up. There are still many 
~ericans who believe in integrity. 

THOMAS SAIELLI. 

EASTCHESTER, N.Y., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: This is to SUpport 
YJ>\lr position on South Vietnam as ex
pressed on "Face the Nation" yesterday. 

We have had an almost continuous "brink 
of war" atmosphere since 1946 now, and 
there are strong pressures to continue this-
apparently indefinitely. Republicans and 
Democrats seem to compete in war cries. 
I am grateful that there are such admirable 
exceptions as yourself. 

I question the intelligence and integrity of 
the CIA. I am shocked to see pictures of 
tortures by our Alli,es in South Vietnam in 
the press-almost routine by now. 

With best wishes for success, 
Sincerely, 

L. PACH. 

PANAMA, ILL., 
May 25, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

BELI..EV'UE, WASH., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SIR: After hearing you on "Face the 
Nation" I can only say that I wish I lived in 
Oregon so I could support you. It might be 
worth moving to Oregon just for that privi
lege. You expressed by own thoughts in 
a way I am incapable of. 

Thank you. 
JosEPHINE McCoRMICK. 

MAY 25, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORb~: Yesterday, Sunday 

May 24, I saw and heard you on a TV pro
gram. I would like to thank you for what 
you said and for what you are trying to do. 

I do not write letters to Senators very 
often but I felt in this case I had to. I'm 
sure that your office wm be flooded with 
mail from all "way out" nuts calling you all Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 

U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

~ kinds of names and saying you are a sellout, 
etc, etc. Let me say this to you now: There 
are .many hundreds of thousands of our peo
ple who are with you and for you but they 
just don't write. They are like me. 

HoNORABLE SIR: I sure humbly thank God 
for having you, Senator, in the Senate. 

I do fully subscribe to your standing, that 
you do not want our young men in military 
services to fight and to die in places where 
the United . Nations Forces should be em
ployed. 

Honorable Senator, I served in World War 
I for 3 years in France and Germany. 

My son served in World War II for 6 years 
in Pacific and Asiatic war operation with 
the 1st Division of Marines. Now thousands 
of our young men are fighting and dying 
where all free nations men ought to be with 
them. 

God bless you, dear Senator. Protect you 
and yours. 

Respectfully, 
JOSEPH SAFRANEK. 

PASADENA, CALIF., 
May 4,1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I have just turned 
off the "Face the Nation" program after the 
end of your part in the program. Often I 
have wondered why we are in South Vietnam, 
and why it was not in the province of the 
U.N. instead of the United States. 

As I understand it our involvement goes 
back to the policy of Foster Dulles in the 
Eisenhower days, and I suppose a change is 
difficult . 

But I agree heartily with your argument 
today and what you think should be done. 
Why should a civilized world have to fight to 
make things go right? 

From brief reports I gather that Sena
tor FULBRIGHT and Senator MANSFIELD also 
do not agree with what we are doing to 
southeast Asia. Let us hope more voices will 
be raised for a change-and not to nuclear 
means, but a way of peace. 

Sincerely, 
EDNA K. NEUGEBAUER. 

KEW GARDENS, N.Y., 
May 25, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I listened to your 
interview on "Face the Nation" May 24 on 
channel 2. Many thanks for your sincerity 
and outspokenness with regard to our posi
tion in southeast Asia. I agree this crucial 
matter should be handled by the United Na
tions. 

I hope the news media will publicize this 
interview and also give us the true facts, as 
you sugges·t. 

Respectfully, 
LEE M. ROSENSTEIN. 

But if you continue to state your case often 
enough the people will grasp onto the prob
lems you spoke of and they will demand that 
something be done about them. 

Please go on talking and asking and show
ing the way as you have been doing. Per
haps you wlll give some courage to other 
Members of the Senate to speak out the 
way you have. 

May your tribe increase. 
Very truly yours, 

RAYMOND E. DRAPKIN. 

NEW YORK CITY, 
May 25, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: You may be inter
ested in seeing the enclosed letter I just ad
dressed to the President. I hope it may 
contribute one mite ·in support of the val
iant work you are doing on the issue in
volved, not merely in representing the con
science of millions of concerned Americans, 
but in pressing our Government toward a 
policy of peace and reason. 

Sincerely yours, 
IRVING KAPLAN. 

MAY 25, 1964. 
President LYNDON B. JoHNSON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Friday morning, May 
22, I read the statement of your Ambassador 
to the United Nations, Adlai Stevenson, pre
senting the U.S. position on the current 
problems in Indochina. That same Fri
day, in the evening, I could not overlook the 
enclosed AP Wirephoto in the New York 
Post. You will see that according to the 
accompanying text, it is not the Vietcong 
as anyone following Ambassador Stevenson 
would unquestionably expect, but the South 
Vietnam soldiers, advised, guided, and 
paid by us, who are responsible for the 
scene depicted. 

How long, Mr. President, can we continue 
to rely on the cry of aggression to cover the 
crimes of perfidious governments our own 
representatives establish and our own Gov
ernment supports in distant southeast Asia? 
How long wlll our own fate be hopelessly 
bOund to the endless mistakes initiated by 
John Foster Dulles in 1954 and the ensuing 
horrors for which we must bear responsi
bility in that unfortunate land. 

I find just one ray of hope in Ambassador 
Stevenson's statement: That we are pre
pared to go back to the 1954 agreement. 
This, of course, is the agreement which Mr. 



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECO~D- SENATE 12411 
Dulles and Mr. Nixon tried to avoid even at 
the risk of world conflagration; the agree
ment which Mr. Dulles, with his unmatched 
g~nius for legalisms and mastery of the self
righteous pose, had us, as Secretary of State, 
on the one hand agree to without signing, 
and on the other hand circumvent by uni
lateral intervention; it is the agreement 
which otherwise would long ago have termi
nated all traffic in armaments and military 
personnel throughout Indochina and re
united North and South Vietnam after dem
ocratic elections. I hope, Mr. President, you 
Will direct our policy vigorously toward this 
end. 

Sincerely yours, 

UNIVERSITY 01' CONNECTICUT, 
Storrs, Conn., May 25, 1964. 

U.S. Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Can I take only a 
minute of your time to tell you of my ad
miration of your continuing criticism of 
American foreign policy with respect to 
Vietnam? 

You are apparently one of the few men in 
the higher echelons of the Government that 
has the integrity to stand up and fearlessly 
state extraordinarily simple and elementary 
facts. The continuation .of our policy in 
Vietnam has no goal in sight--the myth of 
establishing freedom there is at best a ques
tion of freedom for a few and at worst is 
simply absurd. Nor do any of the alterna
tives mentioned, save for U.N. intervention, 
offer even the slightest hope of constructive 
action. The fact of the matter is that Viet, 
nam has a long future of dichotomized, dic
tatorial politics before it, and the question 
of who is going to perform the administra
tion of these politics is largely an unimpor
tant and uninteresting one, except insofar 
as one answer to the question involves the 
senseless killing of Americans and Vietnam
ese alike and the perpetuation of the ten
dency toward "the garrison state" here at 
home. 

All of this is not to advocate a complete 
abandonment of American involvement and 
interest in southeast Asia. Rather, only our 
present, unsuccessful, and senseless policy 
must go. And since you are one of the few 
who seem to recognize this, perhaps it may 
mean something to you if I testify that the 
support for your position here in the hinter
lands of Connecticut is not inconsiderable. 
In short, keep up the good work. There is 
a larger number of people behind you than 
you might think. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN C. HIGLEY. 

MODESTO, CALIF., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Yesterday we 
listened to your comments on "Face the Na
tion," re our international relations and the 
U.N. 

We agree with you 100 percent. We sin
cerely hope your remarks together with 
those of Senator FULBRIGHT, will bear much 
fruit. You gave some constructive sugges
tions for our foreign policy. Keep it up. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dr. THOS. ISHERAN ILLICK. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

WESTMONT, N.J., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on 
your speech on Vietnam of May 24. It was a 
masterpiece. Please keep it up. 

CHARLES R. MORRY. 

EVANSVILLE, IND., 
May 24,1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE : Your efforts to con
vince the President that war in Vietnam 
should not be enlarged are appreciated. 
France learned that Vietnam was a lost cause. 
Our country should waste rio more men or 
materials in that coun try. Keep on with 
your good work. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. GEORGE HESSENAUER. 

Sen ator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate Bui lding, 
Washington, D .C. 

SHREVEPORT, LA., 
May 24, 19~4. 

DEAR Sm: This is to assure you that you 
have wholehearted and whole-minded sup
port in your position, concerning U.S. foreign 
policy in Vietnam and on the civil rights 
question in our domestic policy. 

The expression of your position in the 
press conference on TV this morning echoes 
the feelings and thoughts aud fears I may 
add of many people who regard our present 
course as highly unrealistic. 

I thank you for giving expression to these 
thoughts and I wish you to be assured that 
you have wide support. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. CORNELIA M. PAUSTIAN. 

MIAMI, FLA., 
May 27, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MoRSE: I admire the stand 
you have taken on Vietnam. Why does the 
United States take on the responsibility of 
this war alone? What is the United Nations 
for? Our supposed "all1es" don't even offer 
to help and we are not informed of the true 
situation in Vietnam by our returning rep
resentatives. We can forget about Commu
nism in Cuba apparently, but send our men 
thousands of miles to fight a losing war. 

Do we still have a Congress? 
J.P. 

RENTON, WASH., 
May 24, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: I wish to express 
approval of your views on Vietnam as stated 
on "Face the Nation" on Sunday, May 24. 

It is 1nteresting to note that on a news 
broadcast immediately following your inter
view it was stated that Senator GoLDWATER 
advocates the use of low yield atomic blasts 
along the border between North and South 
Vietnam. · 

The need to work incessantly for a legal 
means for keeping order between nations is 
increasingly apparent. 

Thank you for your courageous expression 
of your views. 

Very truly yours, 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

RACHEL L. BOWEN. 

KELLoGG, IDAHO, 
May 25, 1964. 

MY DEAR SENATOR MORsE: I consider I 
would be remiss in my duty as a citizen if I 
didn't write to as many Senators as possible, 
to go on record as being violently opposed to 
our present operation in Vietnam. 

We should not become involved in that 
part of the world, in any action which would 
require the presence of our servicemen, or 
any loss of life on their part. 

The time to have taken a stand in Asia, 
I feel, was during Truman's war in Korea, 
when we were already actively committed 
there, also had a very able man, General of 
the Army Douglas MacArthur, who could 

have won for us a victory over communism 
in tha.t part of the world, had he not been 
prevented from doing so by a less intelligent 
and far-seeing m an . 

Besides, if we didn't have the will, or abil
ity, to fight communism in Cuba, at the 
Bay of Pigs, 90 miles off our shore, why 
should we go 7,000 miles around the earth 
looking for a fight which should, in my esti
mation, be placed under the United Nations, 
an institution which was supposedly set up 
to handle these so-called limited wars. It's 
an institution to which we contribute heavily 
financially. 

Hoping you will use all the power of your 
office to prevent another tragic mistake like 
Korea, with its wanton waste of the lives of 
American youth. 

Thanking you. 
Sincerely, 

M. MAcMILLAN. 

PACIFIC GROVE, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE B. MORSE, 
U.S. Senator, 
W ashington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: My wife and I were 
strongly impressed with your position on 
"Face the Nation" this morning in regard to 
our present embroilment in South Vietnam. 

We wish to thank you for your courage, 
and the clarity with which you stated your 
views, which we strongly endorse. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM H. BLISS. 

TAMPA, FLA., May 25, 1964. 
Hon. Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I was fortunate to have 
caught your interview on television, Sunday, 
May 24, so that I heard all of your views on 
Vietnam and civil rights instead of the sparse 
words as reported in our Tampa Tribune. 

My opinion has changed about you over 
the years as I matured in knowledge of our 
foreign and domestic affairs. In our history, 
many great statesmen have echoed the sim
ple truths which set the rules for freemen. 
They oan't be reiterated too often: "Our 
foreign policy should be set by the wishes 
of an informed American public who can 
well decide what is right." Thomas Jefferson 
stated iri similar words "When the people 
are properly informed, their judgment is 
better than that of a few." 

Yes, our foreign policy should reflect what 
the averege American thinks, who looks for 
high ideals in his local and National Gov
ernment. We should be a Nation which re
flects right, not might. I have stated that 
many times in "letters to the editors," etc. 

• • 
As to the United Nations, it has been the 

most successful, in representation and effort, 
in really keeping peace in the world, of any 
other entente or organization, previously. 

Best wishes, 
LOUIS FRITZE. 

P.S.--Civil rights-Our country is growing 
in attaining government for freemen. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

SHARON, MAss., 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE! I want you to know 
that I strongly support your efforts to limit 
and end our Inilitary involvement in Viet
nam. 

Your courageous leadership on this most 
crucial of issue·s is an inspiration. 

I would appreciate being sent the text of 
your speech ( es) bearing on this. 

Sincerely yours, 
ALFRED J. KUTziK. 
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SANTA BARBARA, CALIF., 

May 25, 1964. 
Re Vietnam and the U.N. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I WiSh to commend 
your statements heard yesterday on TV on 
the "Capital Cloakroom" program relative to 
the role that the United Nations should be 
asked to play in the Vietnam crisis. 

I heartily agree with your contention that 
this whole matter should be referred to the 
United Nations and that our Government 
should support a U.N. peacekeeping opera
tion there. 

It seems to me that we cannot win a war on 
the mainland of Asia, as we learned during 
the Korean war, and that this is a typical 
case where the good offices of the U.N. Secre
tary-General and a U.N. force should be 
utilized. 

Too often we do not call in the U.N. or re
quest the U.N. to act until it is too late or 
until matters have deteriorated to such an 
extent that the U.N. position is almost un
solvable. 

Respectfully yours, 
CONSTANCE DE SANTILLANA. 

GLENDORA, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR MR. SENATOR: On "Face the Nation" 
today, you have outfaced the petty and petti
fogging politicians with the acid bite of prin
cipled truth. 

It was a most statesmanlike performance 
and should serve to alert such a fallen idol 
as Adlai Stevenson that one can always 
escape the web of circumstance by an act of 
conscience. 

It was sickening to those of us who held 
him in high esteem, to watch him read, 
schoolboy fashion, a statement of foreign 
policy that diminished both himself and the 
American people. I like your confidence in 
us. 

Latterly I have felt like "The Ugly Amer
ican," "The Unlawful American," and "The 
Oppressive American." All this guilt is be
ing wished on us, and the perpetrators dress 
policy up in phony labels which fool only the 
gullible and the immature. 

It gave me back some faith to hear you 
speak out for right against might, for law 
against expediency, and for peace above 
everything. 

Respectfully, 
STELLA FALK. 

LOCKPORT, N.Y., May 29, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I notice that you and several other Sen
ators have been brave enough to oppose 
extension of the war in South Vietnam. 

It is a war, yet undeclared and unapproved 
by either Congress or the American public. 

Government officials should take note of 
the fact that some of us don't appreciate 
half of our tax going to support the military 
and their war that appears to be a flagrant 
violation of the so-called police powers of 
the executive department. 

Some of us are also opposed to it because 
it obviously violates the 1954 Geneva agree
ment. 

Then there is the consideration that our 
support of Diem and now Khanh is hardly 
popular with the South Vietnam people-in 
view of the number of deserters, the con
stant proddings of U.S. advisers needed to 
keep the war in motion. 

-Idealists are also squeamish about the use 
of experimental techniques of warfare, such 
as chemical sprays in forests and rice paddies 
that often maim innocents. · 

With over $3 billion spent (according to 
MIKE MANSFIELD), With more than $1.5 mil
lion a day needed to continue the war, with 
all the majesty and might of the U.S. mili-

tary, which prides itself as the most power
ful force in the world, the war has still con
tinued to swing to the side of the Vietcong. 

We are entitled to ask why. And the 
answer must be that the effort is not popu
lar; that victory can only come with massive 
onslaught, an open declaration of war, mili
tary occupation, the threat of a frightful 
engagement with North Vietnam and China. 

Because of the latter's numerical supe
riority, that kind of total war would have to 
boomerang into a nuclear conflagration of 
East and West that would make Armageddon 
look like kid stuff. 

The rightwing coup in Laos, probably 
abetted by CIA agents, and formation of a 
neutralist government with heavy rightwing 
support, and the subsequent struggle there 
accompanied by overtones of U.S. promises 
to aid the people poses a further threat to 
the peace of Asia. 

I think if Americans were honestly pre
sented the facts, they would not support a 
war that cannot possibly be won short of 
horrifying casualties. 

Presented the facts of the Geneva agree
ment, American citizens would question the 
legality of the American role in South Viet
nam-certainly as flagrant an act of aggres
sion as the Soviet repression of the Hun
garian revolt. 

We must call for immediate withdrawal of 
American forces from the area, and recon
vene the Geneva Conference with all inter
ested parties, including representatives of 
the Vietcong. The solution in these coun
tries is up to the people there, and all foreign 
intervention must be arrested. Consider the 
fate of the American Revolution if France and 
Spain had joined Britain against the tiny 
band of men led by George Washington. 

-ALFRED S. HOPKINS. 
P.S. I am not a Communist and the views 

here expressed are strictly my own, as guar
anteed by our Constitution that, inciden
tally, was born in blood and sweat. 

P .P.S. Please send a copy of your recent 
talk on this subject and bill me if there is 
a charge. 

MEDFORD, MAss., May 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: After listening to 

your views as expressed on "Face the Nation" 
today, I sort of felt obliged to write you 
and let you know just how I and I know 
hundreds of thousands of Americans feel 
about your commonsense logic. 

We certainly have some queer thinking 
going on in our Government. It is indeed 
refreshing to hear common horsesense as 
you made things clear today. 

I trust that you wlll give some thought 
to accepting the Vice Presidency if Presi
dent Johnson should offer it to you. I am 
writing him tonight, suggesting that he do 
so. I shall get as many others as I possibly 
can to do the same. ·You are needed in a 
higher position in Government. 

Sincerely yours, 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
washington, D.C. 

ARTHUR M. SMITH. 

LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 

DEAR SENATOR: Bravo. Bravo. Bravo. I 
heard your remarks on CBS radio Sunday, 
May 24. It was like a breath of fresh air 
breaking through the dense foul fog that 
has enveloped all of our country's airwaves. 
If only we had a few more voices like yours. 

Might I suggest a TV nationwide hookup? 
I feel confident that some such group can be 
organized to secure funds for such endeavor. 
It is a must if we want to save humanity 
from nuclear holocaust. 

Keep on this great effort of yours and all 
of America will be grateful to you. 

Respectfully, 
SIDNEY EHRLICH. 

MOUNT VERNON, N.Y. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Both my wife and I 

heard your interview with newsmen abou,t 
the war in South Vietnam. We would like 
you to know that we approve completely of 
what you said. We thank you for having the 
courage to speak out for reason and good 
sense. Both here and in the city I have yet 
to meet anyone who has wanted us to con
tinue our involvement in the Vietnamese 
massacre. People here are shocked at the 
suggestion of expanding the war. But our 
Representatives in Congress do not repre
sent us. God knows whom they do repre
sent. We count on you to make our lost 
voices heard in the sea of congressional 
irresponsiblity and Pentagon warmonger
ing. Keep up the good work. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Wn.LIAM DUELL. 

TuJUNGA, CALIF., 
May 25, 1964. 

DEAR MR. MoRsE: Your remarks on the TV 
interview this Sunday afternoon in regard 
to the war in Vietnam were wonderful to 
hear. 

We agree with you that we are violating 
international law in southeast Asia and that 
the problem is one for the U.N. 

Keep up the fight for a peaceful world. 
IVER AxELSON. 

LINCOLN PARK, MICH., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We heartily agree 
with you about our role in Vietnam and 
about what should be the role of the U.N. 

We appreciate your forthright remarks 
&.bout the civil rights bill. 

We wish we had more Senators like you. 
Most sincerely yours, 

D. SPEER. 

SENATOR MORSE: Please be advised that I 
agree with you wholeheartedly on your stand 
on the whole Far Eastern mess. 

Why can't we put this in the United Na
tions' lap before another Korea develops. 

Sincerely, 
IvAN F. WARD. 

LARKSPUR, CALIF., 
May 25, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senator from Oregon. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: My respect and grati
tude for your statements before the "Face 
the Nation" broadcast Sunday, May 24. Your 
courageous statements were a sane voice in 
our unfortunate situations in southeast Asia. 
You gave me hope and confidence again. 

Sincerely, 
ELIZABETH BRAY. 

SAN DIEGo, CALIF., 
May 24,1964. 

Hon. Senator W. MoRSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Just a brief note to 
say I support your efforts to seek a political 
solution to the war in Vietnam. 

A photograph published May 23 in the San 
Diego Union shows preparation of a Vietcong 
prisoner for torture to secure intelligence. 
I am fearful if this war continues we will find 
ourselves justifying such torture, and the 
American character wtll be seriously cor
rupted. 

I cannot see how this war in Vietnam can 
be regarded as a just war-again, my thanks 
to you and to Senator MANSFIELD for your 
efforts to halt it. 

A. L. FLICK. 
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BERKELEY, CALIF., 

MVJ,y 24, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We listened to you 
this morning on "Face the Nation" and as a 
family we commend you highly. 

I do believe the people are very much con
tused and curious as to what is going on in 
South Vietnam. At least all who are inter
ested in anything. There are those who 
amble on through life following the leader
fair or foul, sad to say. 

We believe in the U.N. and you. 
Congratulations. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senator, Oregon, 
washington. D.C. 

ELLA KrrrREDGE. 

BALLWIN, Mo., 
May 26, 1964. 

Honorable DEAR SIR: I listened to your re
marks last Sunday, May 24, on television 
program "Face the Nation." 

I heartily agree with your remarks and 
your opinions. 

Four of my sons have served their tours 
of duty as commissioned omcers in the Army 
Reserve. Three of them served in Korea in 
a so-called police action. My fifth and last 
son will be commissioned a Second Lieuten
ant in the Army Reserve upon his graduation 
from college next month, and I certainly do 
not want him sent to Vietnam, Laos, etc. 

If the people of these nations are not in
terested in defending their freedoms I am 
certainly opposed to sending American 
troops, some of them sacrificing their lives, 
defending it for them. 

Yours respectfully, 
DANIEL A. MCCARTHY. 

P.S. I served 6 months as an enlisted man 
in World War I. 

BELLEVUE, WASH., 
May 27, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I am a former resi
dent of Oregon. While there I voted for you 
several times, for I was proud of the stand 
you took on important issues. Although I 
cannot vote for you now I am very much 
impressed by your courage and good sense. 

In my opinion you are definitely correct 
in regard to the position you have taken 
about the war in Vietnam. 

Thank you and good wishes. 
Sincerely, 

ALIDA J. MICHAEL. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE. 
DEAR SENATOR: I think you ought to knoW 

that a great many of us here in Wisconsin 
thoroughly agree with your stand on south
east Asia. • • • Somewhere along the line 
someone had to tell the truth and keep tell
ing the truth. I am glad and grateful that 
it was you. 

You owe it to the American people to per
sist until all the facts are known. I, too, 
think, as you, that once the public has facts, 
it can act with great wisdom. 

Sincerely, 
SOL BENSMAN. 

P.S.-Would appreciate a copy of your 
Senate speech on southeast Asia. 

HARRISBURG, PA., 
May 27, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: It did US 
good to hear your voice ringing out against 
our terrible actions in Asia when the whole 
world is against us especially in Vietnam. 

Hoping that you can get your friends to 
keep us out of further losses. 

Sincerely, 
BONNIE and MANUEL SEGAL. 

TEMPLE CITY, CALIF., 
May 26, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE. 
DEAR SENATOR: I have not always agreed 

with you on the stand you took in the past. 
As is often the case it is easier to throw 

rocks than roses and often we agree with a 
person but fail to let them know of our sup
port. Both myself and a number of friends 
are taking this opportunity to thank and 
congratulating you for your talk on "Face 
the Nation" Sunday, May 24. What a pity 
we do not have more stalwarts who express 
themselves so forcefully. 

Sincerely, 
GRACE M. CLARKSTON. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., 
May 30, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We just wrote Pres
ident Johnson supporting your courageous 
stand against our South Vietnam policy of 
continuing and escalating this "dirty" war. 
We are against military solution to all world 
problems, instead of the use of more diplo
mac1. 

We are indeed grateful to have a few dis
senting voices in the Senate such as 
yourself, who represent the popular feeling 
of the United States. The U.S. public we 
feel has not really been well informed on the 
matter. If the fact were brought out more 
perhaps there would be greater pressure by 
the people toward stopping this useless war. 

We are glad that you are doing your ut
most to stop this unnecessary taking of life. 

We again support your policies toward a 
peaceful world. It 1s with regret that we 
do not live in your State so that we could 
vote for you. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. BERNARD WEINTRA'OB. 

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK, 
LONG ISLAND, N.Y., May 30, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: This is to express my strongest 
support for your courageous and realistic 
stand against continued U.S. involvement in 
the civil war now taking place is South Viet
nam, and against U.S. intervention in other 
parts of southeast Asia, such as Laos and 
Cambodia, not to speak of invasion of North 
Vietnam. 

·If sanity prevails in our Government's 
policies and a third world war is avoided, it 
will be due to men like yourself who have 
the vision and courage to protest against 
the prevailing militaristic hysteria which 
grips our Nation. If men like yoursel! sat in 
the White House this would be a better 
country to live in. 

Yours very sincerely, 
GEORGE W. ROSE, 

Instructor. 

DETROIT, M:tCH., 
May 30, 1964. 

Hon. Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: I am one of the mil
lions of people in the United States who ad
mire your vision and moral standards in re
gard to the most shameful war waged for 
10 years on small nations which want to get 
rid of colonial and imperial domination, in 
order to build up a dignified human exist
ence, as they see fit. 

Deep-felt thanks for your consistency and 
courage. Like the prophets of old, you call 
the rulers of this country to their senses and 
therewith save the rest of esteem and ap
preciation still left for America the Beauti
ful. 

If your advice is snubbed and disregarded, 
then woe to the United States of America. 

I would be very grateful if you could send 
me, if possible, five copies or more of your 
most outspoken speeches, and including the 
one I heard over the radio "Face the Nation" 
on Sunday, May 24. 

I will do my best to make your message 
known to as many people as possible. 

Gratefully yours, 
ALICEHERZ. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., 
May 28, 1964. 

PRESIDENT JOHNSON, 
The White House. 

DEAR SIR: I have just heard Senator 
MORSE's speeches in the Senate on the crisis 
in southeast Asia, and particularly Vietnam. 

I humbly believe that his appraisal of the 
situation should be given careful considera
tion. 

I believe that if the American people were 
to have these facts the majority would be in 
agreement. 

The alternative, as Senator MORSE and 
many other able statesmen and scholars have 
warned may lead to an escalation of the 
war to uncontrollable limits. 

Respectfully, 
MATHILDA SELIGER. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., 
May 27, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I was privileged this 
evening to hear, on KPFA, Pacifica Radio in 
Berkeley, Calif., a program of excerpts from 
your various Senate speeches since March on 
the subject of our country's activities in 
Vietnam. 

I agree with your position on the illegality 
and immorality of our efforts ln Vietnam, 
and I can only hope that your voice will 
be heard more. Finding, among my ac
quaintances, very little regard for the Gov
ernment's position in Vietnam, and a general 
feeling that we are wasting time, lives, and 
money on corruption, it is a relief to find a 
voice in the Senate speaking on this sub
ject, and speaking in such a manner. 

I am not one of your constitutents, but 
you do, in a sense, represent the entire coun
try as well as your State. I am writing my 
Senator, THoMAS KucHEL, to commend your 
stand to him. 

Incidentally, although I am not aware of 
your position concerning our actions toward 
Cuba, I trust you have thought about the 
legality and morality of these actions. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS LEE. 

MODESTO, CALIF., May 26, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR: I agree With you that the 

war in Vietnam is a costly and illegal war 
and one in which we cannot expect to win. 
If any action is to be taken in Vietnam it 
sho1Ild be a force sent by the u .N .. 

Sincerely, 
R. H. FRENCH. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., May 28, 1964. 
Senaltor WAYNE MORSE, 
Sena·te Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: May I take this op
portunity to applaud your stand on the sit
uation in southeast Asia and particularly 
in South Vietnam. 

I wholeheartedly agree with the various 
points you have made regarding the fact thait 
we are in South Vietnam 1llegally and un
constitutionally, that Congress has been too 
cowardly to declare war, and that the entire 
problem should be given to the United Na
tions. We are not only, as you state, a 
colonial power in this situation; but our use 
of airplanes, napalm bombing, and chemi
cal spraying is actually terroristic since they 
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are often directed against the civilian popu
lation. 

Thank you again for your unique effort 
on behalf of ending our military participa
tion in southeast Asia. 

Sincerely yours, 
EUGENE EAGLE, O.D. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., 
May 30, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Keep up the fight 
to move our troops out of Vietnam. I lis
tened with admiration and thankfulness 
to your talk on "Face the Nation" last week. 
I agree that we must repudiate the policy 
enunciated by Adlai Stevenson in the Se
curity Council. I could feel him crawl. 

I am writing to my own Senators, telling 
them how much I admired your stand, and 
urging them and the President of the United 
States to negotiate on the Vietnam question. 

Cordially yours, 
LILLIAN RUBIN. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: Listening to the television pro
gram "Face the Nation" last Sunday, I was 
delighted to hear you giving your vie'Y's about 
the war in South Vietnam, and I share these 
views with you. 

Yes, we should make an end with this 
fighting war and give it over entirely to the 
United Nations for the purpose of the estab
lishment of peace. 

It was good to hear you on this program 
speaking up for what is the right thing 
to do, the real right thing and the only right 
thing; that, what God would want us to do 
too, even if it does not always mean a vic
tory for us. 

I hope you will continue to speak up and 
defend the truth in the world and keep your 
wonderful courage and your high ideals in 
the ultimate righteousness of all things. 

May God bless you and guide you in your 
work as a Senator and in the part you have 
as a leader in our Government. 

Sincerely, 
GERTRUD BROWNE. 

FOREST HILLS, N.Y., 
May 25, 1694. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I was greatly im
pressed and horrified by your description of 
the Vietnam and Laos situation, and wish to 
commend you on your forthrightness. 

I too would like to see the U.N. handling the 
situation there as I fear this talk of escalat
ing the war. Your mention of our possible 
use of atomic weapons worried me and when 
Senator GoLDWATER later in the afternoon 
mentioned it also, I felt panicky. 

I am writing to my two New York Senators 
to ask them to support you in solving the 
Vietnam and Laos situation by putting it 
in the hands of the United Nations. 

Thank you for your courage. 
Sincerely yours, 

BETTY EDWARDS. 

BERKELEY, CALIF., 
May 27, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: My husband and I 
have just listened to a program on Pacifica 
Radio, KPFA, concerning Vietnam. The pro
gram dealt with speeches by you and others 
in the Senate on American involvement In 
South Vietnam. In these days of cliches and 
meaningless statements of patriotism, your 

candid analysis of this situation is both re
freshing and frightening. 

To our knowledge, unfortunately, your 
comments have not gone far beyond the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Such a critical 
analysis of American foreign policy deserves 
a wider audience. 

Would you consider forwarding to us any 
future statements you may make on this 
issue? 

We encourage you to continue your efforts 
in insisting that American foreign policy be 
stripped of its myths and analyzed within 
the framework of the rule of law. 

We are most anxious to help you in your 
valiant efforts in any way we can. 

Sincerely, 
LOIS PATSEY. 
RICHARD PATSEY. 

DETROIT, MICH., 
May 30, 1964. 

Senator PHILIP A. HART, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HART: I wish to communi
cate to you the fact that my feelings regard
ing U.S. military intervention in South Viet
nam coincide with those of your colleague 
from Oregon, Senator MORSE. 

I agree with him when he said on the floor 
of the Senate, "* • • this illegal and uni
lateral course of action of the United States 
in South Vietnam could lead to a third world 
war." I agree with him the war should not 
be extended to the North. I agree with him 
that the United States should pull its troops 
out of South Vietnam and a neutral Vietnam 
be established. 

Proposals contrary to the above would 
seem to constitute grave dangers to world 
peace and I would be unable to support an 
advocate of them. 

Yours for peace, 
PETER WERBE. 

BELEN, N. MEX., 
May 28, 1964. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: As an American, I wish 
to compliment you on your daring exposure 
of the McNamara war in the nation of Viet
nam. Indeed, someone must make such, 
and I want to thank you for doing so. Com
monsense tells Americans the war being 
waged there on our part has no semblance 
of constitutionality. May I ask, How long 
will dirty politicians seek to abridge and 
diminish our constitution and usurp power 
unto themselves--under the disguise of exec
utive authority? 

I can tell you, Senator, there are some in 
our land who seem bent on bringing about 
another revolution in America by reason of 
their insistence on assuming personal power. 
A people finally tire of such-and the case in 
point here abounds with just that type of 
material. 

May I say thanks again. 
Sincerely, 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

WM. T. WALKER. 

PHOENIX, ARIZ., 
May 28, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I commend you for 
telling the American people the truth about 
the war in Vietnam. 

I have just written to Senator GoLDWATER 
concerning his policy of using atomic weap
ons in Asia and am going to get others to 
write him our opposition to his foreign 
policy. 

Sincerely, 
DOROTHY JACOB. 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., 
May 26, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: If a fellOW does 
wrong, give him hell. Likewise, if he does 
right, give him a pat on the back. 

I lis·tened with great interest to your "Face 
the Nation" program last Sunday and just 
wish to say "Bravo." I agree with every 
word you said. God help our country when 
there are not a few men in Congress who 
are not afraid to speak out the truth. There 
are very few. 

Sincerely, 
MARIAN S. PHILLIPS. 

MAY 25, 1964. 
DEAR MR. MoRsE: I should have written to 

you sooner, but have been so busy writing 
other authorities in and out of government 
about yours and Senator GRUENING's incredi
bly patriotic stand for the prevention of nu
clear war and getting our boys out of that 
mess in South Vietnam. 

I say "incredible," because "the Establish
ment" and all the rest of the people making 
these military decisions for our country seem 
not to give a damn about our lives or whether 
we all get blown up in a nuclear war. 

It looks like the "pretensions of the Pen
tagon," as you so well put it, have everyone 
being pulled around by the nose. 

Thank goodness-not you and the dozen 
or so others-who have had the courage to 
stand up to the maniacal militarists; not 
all the military people-but too many of 
them. 

McNamara was on CBS-TV last Thursday 
in that report to the press. He was very 
emotional about this South Vietnam involve
ment, his eyes blazing as he expounded his 
desires for escalating this war. 

It was horrifying to see this lack of sobriety 
and responsibility in the Secretary of De
fense. He positively looked unstable-re
minding one of Forrestal. 

Well, Rockefeller and Goldwater have 
toned down their bluster for nuclear bombs 
and going into North Vietnam. But we'd 
like some assurance from President Johnson. 

The American people will ever be grateful 
to you for your wisdom and true faithful
ness to the welfare of our country. 

Gratefully, 
Mrs. M. SIEGEL. 

P.S.-Your explanation on "Face the Na
tion" Sunday, will encourage millions of 
Americans to stand up for their lives. 
Stupendous, Mr. MORSE. 

Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

VENICE, CALIF., 
May 26, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I applaud your COU
rag~OUS and patriotic efforts to get us out 
of the South Vietnam mess. Do we have to 
make the same mistakes-and worse-of the 
French who used ex-Nazi soldiers and crimi
nals to stamp out independence in South 
Vietnam? Why can't the South Vitenamese 
have their day in court-the U.N. with all 
foreign troops pulled out of their country 
and allowed to vote their own officials into 
power? 

As you know, the present situation is a 
disgrace. We can "save face" and show the 
world we still believe in democracy by acting 
like democrats (small "d") instead of "world 
conquerors." (Shades of Hitler.) 

Thanks again for your noble efforts. I 
only hope you can get our Government to 
act sensibly before we get involved into 
another Korea and worse. 

~espectfully yours, 
GEO. PERMAN. 
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MouNT VERNON, N.Y., 

• May 27, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE B. MoRsE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: Allow me to express my appre
ciation for the remarks which you have made 
from time to time in critic ism of the policy 
which we have been following in Vietnam 
and now in Laos. I would urge that you 
continue this pressure up to the State De
partment and the President to the end that 
we shall withdraw our forces and extricate 
ourselves from this war for which there is 
neither moral nor political justification. 

Very truly yours, 
WARREN P. SHEEN. 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, 
May 27, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: We are in complete 
agreement with your statement on U.S. in
volvement in the South Vietnam civil war 
as expounded on "Face the Nation." 

We have allowed ourselves, little by little, 
to be drawn into an untenable position 
where we have no support from SEATO, Aus
tralia, or our Western ames. We do not be
lieve m111tary victory is possible in this guer
r1lla war or that we can in the long run 
maintain pro-Western Governments on 
China's border. Therefore we favor seeking 
a negotiated settlement of the conflict now. 

Respectfully, 
R. D. BAUMBACHER, 
MARIAN M. BAUMBACHER. 

COLUMBUS, OHIO, 
May 28, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: The administration 
is obviously planning to compound the folly 
of its Asian policy by extending the unde
clared war in South Vietnam to Laos and 
North Vietnam. The American people and 
their Congress are being disregarded, as 
usual, by the hotheads who are willing to 
risk war with China. 

Would it be p9ssible to suspend the busi
ness now before Congress in order to clear 
the way for unlimited debate concerning the 
southeast Asia crisis? Certainly there is no 
issue more important than this one, as it 
brings us face to face with the question of 
human survival. Civil rights, unemploy
ment, education, and other issues are ex
tremely important, but an international 
crisis which carries with it the danger of 
war with China--and the terrible threat of 
nuclear holocaust--should be first on the 
agenda for the time being. 

Sincerely, 
MARCUS A. BOWEN. 

MUSKEGON, MICH., 
May 27, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I was much im
pressed by your television talk Sunday, May 
24. Keep up the good work by letting people 
know that our boys are fighting an 1llegal 
war in the Far East. 

The people of America are not aggressive. 
They desire peace. It is certain influential 
people with money invested in Asia that want 
us involved. American boys should not be 
asked to fight for them. 

Sincerely, 
ERNESTINE WALL. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 28, 1964. 

Hon. Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I fully back and sup
port your views about the U.S. position in 

South Vietnam and neighboring areas. I 
am ever more deeply worried and I notice 
the same among the students, and people 
of all walks of life who are not articulate 
enough to express their profound anxieties 
and who have neither newspapers nor public 
relations offices on their side. All of us 
thus rely on the courageous men like you 
who may still be able to prevent even graver 
mistakes from being committed and even 
worse horrors being perpetrated; and who, 
instead, will veer the course toward construc
tive solutions which are in the true interest 
of the United States of America. 

If I can be of any assistance to you in my 
field, which is international law, I shall be 
honored and glad to do so. 

Respectfully, 
JOHN H. E. FRIED, PH. D., LL.D., 

Visiting professor of political science, 
City College of the City University of 
New York; formerly, expert, Judge 
Advocate General's Office, U.S. Depart
ment of the Army; special legal con
sultant, U.S. military tribunals, Nuern
berg; member of the Secretariat of the 
United Nations. 

PALO ALTO, CALIF. 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 

DEAR Sm: Today when seemingly there is 
little hope for the world, may I say, sir, that 
people like yourself offer a promise of hope. 
It is ~oo bad there are not more like you. 
It certainly would make your job easier. 

This last Sunday I saw you on "Face the 
Nation". Although I am a Negro I was not 
only impressed with your statements on civil 
rights but also on your comments of the 
U.N. Getting the facts to the people can
not be overemphasized. 

I plan to travel through the State of 
Oregon on my vacation. And I shall cer
tainly tell my children about you. 

Thanks so very much. 
GEORGE LAMPKIN, 

WHITEFISH BAY, WIS., 
May 27, 1964. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I was so pleased to hear 
your opinion on the Vietnam situation. The 
neutralization policy seems the most intel
ligent projected thus far, if it can be done. 

My friends and I would be most wllling to 
make a supreme effort for supporting any 
move in this direction. 

Sincerely yours, 
GLADYS SCHOENIKE BOHR. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: I applaud your fine 
speech on the South Vietnam situation. It 
was wonderful to hear you-and you are a 
brave and courageous Senator-as you al
ways have been. 

You are not my Senator. I am visiting 
here from Chicago, where I live. 

I was fortunate to hear you, and I noticed 
those in the gallery were enraptured too. 

This I know-we must join with that lone 
voice. Yours is like a voice crying in the 
wilderness. But it will catch hold and others 
will stand up and be counted. 

I just could not leave Washington with
out telling you how wonderful you were to
day, and I am a good Democrat, usually. 

Sincerely yours, 
IDA ROSE SILVERMAN. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 28, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I just want to tell 
you how much I appreciate your recent Sen
ate speeches, opposing the war in Vietnam. 
Every morning when my husband and I read 
the Times we get quite depressed, until we 
are lucky enough to find an excerpt from 
one of your speeches, which gives us a little 
hope that somebody in the Senate may listen 
to you and start thinking a little. 

So thank you very much, both for think
ing and for speaking your thoughts. I know 
that many people support you in your ef
forts-probably the majority of the people in 
the whole world. I hope that your con
stituents appreciate you as much as we do. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOAN LESTER. 

P.S.-It was particularly your May 20 
speech which prompted this letter. It was 
excellent, and quite frightening. 

JACKSON, MISS., 
May 28, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, District of Corruption. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: How long will Con
gress allow our boys to be murdered in 
Vietnam without modern weapons? We have 
no business there in the first place. Why 
didn't the aid we have given these countries 
make them want to help themselves? 

Under McNamara the no-win-kill-our-boys 
policy will wreck this Nation, but Congress 
has sold out to the State Department, the 
Justice Department, and the President. 

Yours very truly, 
JNO c. BATTE. 

SANTA ANA, CALIF., 
May 26, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: We as parents, of a young ma
rine stationed in Vietnam, wish to express 
our thanks, for your honest, sincere, and up
hill stand on our position in Vietnam. May 
your faithful work and enduring wisdom, 
be rewarded by our Creator. Your views 
are shared by me and my wife. Yes, we are 
Democrats, but have voted twice for a Repub
lican when we thought he was the best 
choice for our President. As small, humble 
Americans and parents of a marine in Viet
nam, we want you to know, that there are 
many who share your views on the above 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. JOHN T. HUNASKY. 

RoYAL OAK, MICH., 
May 28, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR; You made me proud to be 
an American. History will vindicate your 
stand on this aggression of ours in southeast 
Asia. There should be a world court of jus
tice similar to the one after World War 11. 
The Nazis were no more guilty than are 
these scoundrels of ours in South Vietnam 
with napalm bombs and all the other crimes 
we commit. 

Congratulations on your courageous, forth
right vocal stand on our shameful and 
shameless crimes. You have lots of friends 
who agree with you. 

Sincerely, 
WALTER ALLMENDINGER. 

MAY 28, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: I was in the visitor's 

gallery of the Senate yesterday May 27, 1964, 
when you attacked the administration's pol
icy in Vietnam. I was very much impressed 
by your attack on this senseless slaughter of 
U.S. forces . The one question I have been 
left with is, What can the average man on the 
street do to alert his fellow citizens? Would 
your office send me a copy of your speech on 
the Senate floor May 27, 1964, and any other 
material exposing "McNamara's War." 

Respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM ZAHN. 

Addendum to SENATOR MoRsE: Thank you, 
sir, for your timely warning to the American 
people. I only hope they will heed the voice 
of reason. 

For my Ph. D. dissertation I studied very 
carefully the process of m111tary intervention 
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(based on mmtary modes of thinking) in the 
process of foreign policy making.1 To my dis
tress, I find the same patterns operating to 
some extent here.2 At a conference some 
years ago I heard a speech by a colonel who 
had just come back from Vietnam where he 
had recommended military assistance as the 
remedy to be applied. As you say, it was a 
mistake. But we keep throwing in good 
money after bad, in an effort to "save face" 
just as the Japanese did during the thirties. 

And when we get in just a little too deep 
then the Chinese will come along and finish 
us off-as they did the Japanese eventually, 
and as they practically did to us in Korea. 

I think you are absolutely right to go back 
to first principles: our treaty commitments 
and moral commitments under the U.N. 
Charter. I a:r;n attempting to get the tapes 
of the dramatization of your Senate re
marks (and those of Senators FuLBRIGHT, 
JAVITS, et al}, and intend to play them for 
my classes. 

If you have extra copies, I would be de
lighted to have them. 

Sincerely yours, 
YALE MAXON. 

OAKLAND CITY COLLEGE, 
Oakland, Calif .• May 26, 1964. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: The writer is a Naval 
Reserve officer (retired) with 5 year's resi
dence in the Far East and a Ph. D. in inter
national relations-Far East. I have been 
listening to senator MoRSE's recent speeches 
in the Senate on our involvement in Viet
nam. I urge you to heed his advice. 

I was in Japan in the late thirties and 
saw the Japanese get sucked into, and then 
bogged down in, illegal war with China. 
Casualties mounted, and the mirage of "vic
tory" retreated into the indefinite future, but 
the Japanese "had a tiger by the tail and 
could not let go." 

The Japanese were an obedient and docile 
people compared to the Americans. The lat
ter will not support a full-scale war in Viet
nam. They are profoundly uneasy over even 
our present degree of involvement. 

If we follow Mr. McNamara's advice and 
get any more committed than we already are, 
sooner or later it will be proposed that we 
employ nuclear weapons to "win." It will 
be argued that "American prestige" is at 
stake. Yet the use of nuclear weapons is 
clearly genocide, against which the civilized 
world recoils. If we were to use them we 
would be branded (and rightly) as the 
world's worst murderers--if, indeed, we did 
not in the process bring on Armageddon. 
We must not blunder into this fatal sequence 
of events. 

We must realize that Asia cannot be "pro
tected from communism" or "made demo
cratic" by illegal military support of tyran
nical regimes carried out in direct viola
tion of our obligations under the U.N. 
Charter. 

we would be far better off in the long run 
to try to get the U.N. to handle this-or 
even to accept the good offices of the French 
to neutralize the area-than to follow the 
McNamara policy of expanding the war. This 
is a time for cool judgment and honest facing 
of facts. I urge you to reject the McNamara 
advice which, in an effort to "save face," can 
only make things a great deal worse than 
they already are. 

The Japanese-who are Orientals and share 
a common culture with the Chinese-could 
not subdue China although they mounted a 
total effort over a period of many years. 
How much less can the Amerioans-babes in 
the wood, comparatively speaking, with a 
different culture, and vastly further sepa
rated in space from China-hope to dominate 
southeast Asia by means of either half-

1 "Control of Japanese Foreign Policy: A 
Study of Civil-Military Rivalry, 1930-1945," 
University of California Press, 1957. 

2 See Cook, Fred, "The Warfare State." 

hearted efforts or full-scale efforts. This 
thing can become a quicksand-let us avoid 
it while there is time. 

If we intervene, why shouldn't China? 
This is what happened in Korea, and I be
lieve it would happen here. 

Sincerely, 
YALE MAXON, 

Instructor, Asian Civilization. 

MILWAUKEE, WIS., 
May 28, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Thank you for your 
speech on Vietnam. I am not proud of the 
way our Government has interfered there. 
I realize this administration inherited an 
unfortunate policy from previous ones, but 
when a method fails, more of the same is 
not the answer. Since Laos has also erupted 
we should go to the conference table and 
seek a solution to southeast Asia by neu
tralization or U.N. supervised elections. Do 
we want to confront militarily China's vast 
hordes? I'm glad my Senator NELSON also 
spoke up. 

Sincerely, 

Senator WAYNE MoRsE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

EVELYN C. KNAPP. 

OLD FORGE, PA., 
May 29, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Just a brief note to 
compliment you on your splendid perform
ance on "Face the Nation" on May 24, 1964. 

I agree with all of your views. 
Keep up the good work. 

Very truly yours, 
NICK ERMOLOVICH. 

LEOMINSTER, MASS., May 26, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We listened to you 

on radio Sunday and think you were great. 
We agree with every word you said. We 
were wondering for a long time already why 
America is doing everything and not the 
United Nations. 

It is too bad that there are not more men 
like you in Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. GUSTAV FRICKE. 

WALTER LINDERER. 

MEDIA, PA., May 28, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Last Sunday eve
ning I heard you speak on the radio as you 
were being interviewed by members of the 
press. 

I was most favorably impressed by your 
point of view that the United States should 
deal with the Far East through the United 
Nations, and that we should not take mat
ters in our own hands claiming (since it 
suits us here) that might is right. 

Your arguments were well thought out, 
based on a good fund of facts and relying 
always on the fundamental principle of the 
rightness of international law. 

I agree with you that this is absolutely 
the only course of action that the United 
States should take. I thank you for taking 
this stand and wish you well in your crusade, 
and sincerely hope that you can win over 
many in Washington to your point of view. 

Sincerely, 
MARY P. ENGLE. 

BROOKLYN, N.Y., May 28, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR: My hope for the future of 

my country rests in men like you, and those 
of your Senate colleagues who share your 
humane viewpoint. 

I have today sent the President the fol
lowing message: 

"DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: If, in our policy of 
containment, we march our troops up to the 
border of China, we march ourselves up to 
the edge of nuclear war. For God's sake, 
Mr. President, never lose sight of the fact 

that we live in a nuclear age. If we must 
not 'lose face' 1;here must, I repeat, must 
be other alternatives to nuclear holocaust. 
New York newspapers print the news that 
you are ready to embark on a 'hard sell' to 
the American people of the need of sending 
our troops. Must the Democratic Party al
ways be the war party?" 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. BETTY TRAUN. 

BERKELEY, CALIF., May 27, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Thank you for your 

statements on U.S. involvement in Vietnam. 
You represent completely my feelings on 

that subject. 
Sincerely, 

LILLIAN ELLIOTT. 

BAYSIDE, N.Y., May 29,1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Congratulations on 

your speech of May 21 commenting on Mr. 
Stevenson's U.N. speech, which, at best, was 
a disgrace. 

Could I please have a copy of your speech? 
Thanks, 

BARBARA A. ZELUCK. 

SAN DIEGO, CALIF., May 27, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
Capitol Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Sm: We commend you on your idea 
that the United Nations keep the peace in 
Vietnam. It takes courage to speak out like 
this. We are glad that you have the com
bination of this courage and clear thinking. 
Keep it up. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERTA HEYER. 
WARREN HEYER. 

MODESTO, CALIF., May 27, 1964. 
Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR: I wish to comment on your 
appearance on "Face the Nation" last Sun
day. It was, in my mind, the greatest state
ment made of our foreign policy since Sena
tor FuLBRIGHT's Senate speech, on the floor 
of the Senate. 

It is now clear that Ambassador Stevenson 
is no longer a man with ideas of his own, 
but rather a "tool of the State Department." 
If he came up with something new it would 
be a novelty indeed. 

What kind of war is it where the higher 
rank's have their wives and children with 
them and it takes a large number of troops 
just to guard them? 

If it is to be a military operation, let it be 
one, or get out. Man for man, and gun for 
gun, we could never hope to win. 

I can only say that if there should be 
more Senators like yourself and Senator FuL
BRIGHT perhaps something would be forth
coming. 

Sincerely yours, 
DELMER MORRIS. 

LAKESIDE, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR: I appreciate the great ef
fort you are making to stop the criminal 
war in Asia. 

I hope a great many Americans heard 
your message this month on "Face the Na
tion." 

I should like to receive some of your 
speeches you have delivered in Congress 
concerning the U.S. participation in this 
conflict. 

Yours truly, 
LILLIAN ALLEN. 

REDWOOD CITY, CALIF., 
May 28, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I WOuld like to ex
press my thanks !or your continuing flgh·t 
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regarding southeast Asia. I have kept my
self fully informed about the problem, and 
am convinced that we must withdraw im
mediately; our presence there is intolerable. 

It is equally amazing to me that the State 
Department can print such drivel and pass 
it off as "fact sheets" and/or blue books. 
They must have a very low opinion of the 
American intelligence, which, I must say, 
seems to be continually verified, since we 
continue to send money, and more money, 
and more murder to South Vietnam. 

Can you tell me who else to write (besides 
L.B.J ., Kuchel, Engel, Gruening) to regarding 
this issue? 

Most sincerely yours, 
EDWARD APPLEBAUM. 

YORK, PA., May 27, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE. 

DEAR Sm: Last Sunday I heard you on TV 
and I do agree; and hope something can be 
done to keep our boys from going to Viet
nam. 

I am sure there are a lot of people who do 
not think it necessary for us to get mixed up 
over there, to the extent of sacrificing our 
young men. Hope you can convince others 
in Washington to keep our young men out of 
that war. 

Please do what you can, and I w111 be 
grateful. 

Thank you, 
Mrs. STEIN. 

MAy 24, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE: I seen and 

heard you on "Face the Nation" program this 
morning. 

So herewith wish to compliment you on 
your Christian attitude and convictions as 
to foreign policy through League of Nations. 
May God bless you. 

Gratefully yours, 
WM. R. MORITZ. 

CORONA DEL MAR, CALIF., May 27, 1964. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We got in on your 

TV session last Sunday and have to congratu
late you on the ideas which you set forth on 
the Vietnam picture. In our estimation both 
you and Senator FuLBRIGHT are on the right 
side of the fence. We have the utmost re
spect for the President and Mr. McNamara 
but it seems to us that they are fearful to let 
go of the tiger's tail right now due to the 
conditions existing in the political arena. 

If a few more Democrats would get behind 
you fellows we believe that there would be 
quite a change in the Vietnam picture. 

Yours very truly, 
WARREN S. LOUD. 

P.S.-Your work on civil rights is also ap
preciated. 

PALO ALTO, CALIF., May 24,1964. 
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MoRSE: Thank you for say
ing officially what I as a private citizen was 
thinking. I cannot understand why a coun
try with our democratic tradition must con
tinue to support the military adventure go
ing on in former Indochina, caring nothing 
for the poor nameless peasants who bear 
the brunt of the napalm and lesser hurts. 
Now that a United Nations organization 
exists, I believe it should be respected. 

Further, I think we should support the 
French proposal for a reconvention of the 
guaranteeing powers of southeast Asia. 
Surely a way can be found to reduce and 
discontinue our military operations there, 
despite this being an election year. 

Although I am a California voter, I strong
ly support your position as stated this past 
week. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs. JANE TAYLOR GORAJ. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., May 29, 1964. 
Senator WAYNE MoRsE: 
Senate Office Chambers, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: Last night on the 
television news program, the announcer 
spoke of a speech you had made on the Viet
nam southeast Asian crisis, critical of the 
Government stand. However, a thorough 
search of today's New York Times fails to 
disclose any mention of it. 

I am very seriously concerned with the 
growing crisis in southeast Asia, and dissatis
fied with the position taken by Rusk and 
Adlai Stevenson. It seems to me we are 
throwing good money after bad, trying to 
prop up the military dict):ttorship in South 
Vietnam; and even more seriously, we are los
ing American lives, and are in gra ve danger 
of losing many more. Today's announce
ment that Premier Khanh wants to reunify 
Vietnam under a non-Communist govern
ment sounds very dangerous-a man who 
can't control the major part of his own 
country wants to undertake to conquer an
other. Actually, the original Geneva agree
ments called for such reunification on the 
basis of elections, but that was never carried 
out, and I'm afraid "elections" is a dirty 
word to Khanh. 

What I wanted to say was, that I am very 
thankful that there is a voice in the Senate 
opposing further involvement in this war, 
calling for negotiation not escalation, but I 
would like to know just what you are say
ing. When even the New York Times, whose 
own news reports of the war are what tnade 
me so dubious, prints only one side of the 
matter, it seems as if the American people 
may be pushed into a very dangerous situa
tion, possibly even a world war, while only 
hearing one side of the question. 

So could you possibly send me a copy of 
your speech yesterday, as well as those made 
last week, and also just mentioned in Sun
day's Times editorial summary, and any 
other pertinent material you may have? 

Thank you very much. 
Sincerely, 

Mrs. ISABEL MAUES. 

senator WAYNE MoRSE, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

MAY 25, 1964. 

DEAR Sm: Congratulations on your honest 
and forthright stand on U.S. policy in Viet
nam as expressed on "Face the Nation." We 
hope you will be able to convince our Cali
fornia Senators. Please continue to bring 
your arguments to the American public. 

Mr. and Mrs. DAVE LANDY. 

TARZANA, CALIF., 
May 24, 1964. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We just flndshed 
listening to "Issues and Answers" as we do 
every Sunday at this time. You were superb. 

It is such a refreshing experience to listen 
to a tnan with such a realistic (and yet 
idealistic) outlook on our world problems. 
I only hope you are right in your faith in 
the American people. No doubt you can see 
the broader picture, but from this end of our 
country, the "kooks" (extremists from either 
right or left) seem to be the most vocal
make the most noise--one almost can believe 
the whole country is truly "way out." 

My husband and I had the pleasure of a 
fleeting introduction to you some years back. 

I didn't want this to turn into a "fan 
letter" (although we are all your most ardent 
admirers), but for some reason it is a known 
fact that the extremists are more vocal, and 
take to pen more often, and these communi
cations are oonsta.ntly being referred to as 
the "voice of the people," that I decided to 
add my little letter to your pile of "bou
quets." (God knows our "public servants" 
receive enough undeserved "brickbats.") 

With all good wishes to you and yours and 
may God give you many long years of good 
health and a long, long life. We need more 
men like you. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. (PAUL) ANN M. HERZOG. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: I want you to knOW 
that I support you in your stand against the 
administrator's policies on Vietnam. To 
face and speak the truth can be painful and 
it takes courage; I respect you for this. En
closed is a letter I have sent to a number of 
our representatives concerning my attitude 
toward our policies in Vietnam. I thought 
you would appreciate a copy at this time. 
How is the mail running toward Vietnam? 

Sincerely yours, 
RONALD C. CONANT. 

BOSTON, MAss., 
May 25, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: While my letter Inay 
have little effect upon our precarious and de
plorable policies in Vietnam I find that my 
conscience and beliefs as an American force 
me to write this let-ter at this time, realiz
ing that this statement is long overdue. 
Not only are we losing a war in Vietnam, but 
more important, we are losing American lives 
in a war that can only be detrimental to 
whatever is left of our image as a Nation 
founded on, and believing in, the rights of 
the popular Inajority to govern itself. 

In the past we have supported such men 
as Batista, Chiang Kai-shek, Syngman Rhee, 
Diem, and presently Franco and the m111-
tary leaders in Vietnam under General 
Khanh. Our support of these men has been 
based upon their statements that they were 
against communism. But what were they 
for? None of them have been for political, 
educational, social, and reforms of freedom 
upon which our Nation has been estab
lished. Time and truth have exposed these 
men and their regimes for what they were. 
The same will certainly be true in Spain 
and Vietnam. Instead of aiding and sup
porting the people, we have allowed injus
tices to continue as long as the countries 
retnained anti-Communist. 

What has happened? Without any hope 
from the United States of pressuring these 
governments into beginning social reforms, 
the people have instead turned to the Com
munists for aid in their plight. Surely we 
can learn this lesson before it is too late in 
Vietnam. The Diem regime has been ex
posed for what it was. The strategic ham
lets have been more like concentration 
camps and have fallen one after another to 
the national liberation front. The Saigon 
government lacks the popular support of 
the people, and can hardly maintain itself 
outside of that city while the Vietcong roams 
unmolested with aid from many v1llages. 
Raiding Cambodian v1llages (at the rate of 
263 incursions in 1 Y:z years) and k1lling their 
women and children is unpardonable. As is 
bombing Vietnamese v1llages of no m111tary 
importance such as Ben Cau and then under 
the personal supervision of Ambassador 
Cabot Lodge and Gen. Paul Harkins offering 
the v1llagers a few thousand piastres for their 
dead is reminiscent of the senseless, sadistic, 
bombing raids of the Nazi Germans on help
less Spanish towns during the Spanish Civil 
War. 

Increasing aid to the Saigon government 
would not only magnify our defeat when the 
end comes for Vietnam, but also heighten 
the possibilities of a nuclear holocaust once 
China enters the war, which she will certainly 
do if we further our participation. Our U.S. 
Army m111tary advisers admit that the morale 
of the Vietnamese is very low and that they 
are terrified of the Vietcong. In other words, 
our soldiers cannot rely upon the VIetnamese 
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to stand up to the national liberation front 
and fight their own war. The result has been 
increased loss of Vietnamese and American 
lives and victories for the Vietcong. How can 
we carry the war to North Vietnam if we 
cannot control Saigon, never mind South 
Vietnam? Bombing North Vietnam would 
not kill the rebels, but helpless civilians, re
sulting in further world opinion, including 
that of our allies, being lodged against us. 

Committing American troops to this coun
try has been another proposal offered as a 
solution to this crisis. This would be folly. 
The national liberation front is well trained 
in guerrilla and jungle warfare, while only a 
very small contingent of American troops, 
those in special forces, are. In order to win 
this war our troops would have to occupy 
every bit of soil in Vietnam since conceal
ment is very easy in the jungles. This of 
course, would be an impossibility. 

Neutralization of Vietnam with a United 
Nations peace-keeping force is the only solu
tion to the problem with the eventual hold
ing of free elections. Since we have be
come deeply involved in this country, this 
move would allow us to withdraw while los
ing as little prestige as is possible at this 
late date. Perhaps more important, we 
would be strengthening the United Nations 
by showing the world that we have faith in 
its potential for handling a difficult situation. 
I have attempted to be realistic and objec
tive as is possible in my evaluation of Viet
nam. 

Further, we can learn a lesson from our 
policies in Vietnam, which we should have 
learned a long time ago throughout South 
America, Cuba, China, Laos, and Korea. We 
have given billions to dictators, but not a 
thought to the people. Man has always 
lived in hope of something better, and as 
we have moved to the preEent period of 
history, man the world over has become 
more critical of his situation. If we do not 
begin having faith in the will of the people 
to overcome all adversities, both natural and 
human, which attempt to stifle his right to 
better his life we might just as well plunge 
into a grave and cover ourselves over with 
our shame. · 

I look back on our revolutionary heritage 
with pride and hope for the future, but our 
present policies in places like Spain and 
Vietnam fill me with anger and disillusion. 
We must develop a humanitarian foreign 
policy rather than feeding a money and life 
consuming military-industrial complex for 
no other reason than that of Machiavellian 
self-preservation even if we remain devoid 
of human responsibility. Certainly the 
Peace Corps and the United Nations are a 'be
ginning and not the end. 

If we took all the money we gave and are 
still giving to these dictators and started aid
ing the people we would have nothing to fear 
from the Communists. You may say that 
this is not "as easy as all that, to give money 
and other aid to the people while bypassing 
the leaders," well, all I can say is that these 
people will then turn to the Communist 
world for aid in overthrowing their leaders, 
which has been continually done in the past, 
leaving us with the dictators without coun
tries to dictate. 

I await your reply. 
Sincerely yours, 

RONALD C. CONANT. 

NEW HAVEN, CONN., 
May 24, 1964. 

The Honorable WAYNE MORSE, 
U.S. Senatar from Oregon, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: My Wife and I ap
plaud your stand on foreign issues as re
flected in your discussion with reporters on 
"Face the Nation" today. 

I sincerely hope that ways wm soon be 
made available to implement your recom
mendations, especially as these take good 

advantage of the presence of the United 
Nations. 

We know that it requires a great deal of 
courage to speak as you do. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER H. CAPPS. 

PoMONA CoLLEGE, 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY AND 

ANTHROPOLOGY, 
Claremont, Calif., May 24, 1964. 

Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MORSE: This is to convey my 
heartfelt thanks for your fine performance 
on "Face the Nation" today. 

It is time that we had some forthright 
speaking cin the iness in Vietnam, and it 
was both heartening and inspiring to hear 
you talk as you did. Everything you said 
was absolutely true. 

With all good wishes, 
Yours sincerely, 

JOHN E. OWEN. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., 
May 31, 1964. 

To Senators HUMPHREY and MORSE. 
MY DEAREST FRIENDS: After a long meeting 

and discussion with the members of my 
union here, we all agree in one position in 
common, "we do not want any further in
volvement in southeast Asia." 

Our members here agree with the position 
taken by Mr. WAYNE MORSE that we spill no 
more American blood over there. 

Some of our members took the position 
(and I partially agreed) that many of our 
reasons for fighting on foreign soil are the 
same reasoning used by the Germans under 
Hitler. 

Personally I think that some of our lead
ers are just stupid enough to think that the 
rift between Russia and China is so great 
that neither would come to the aid of the 
other if we get an immoral hot war going 
with China. 

We as a nation have no right to allow a 
handful of warmongers to decide our destiny 
and possibly the destiny of the world. I'm 
sure there is a handful of leaders in the 
Pentagon who would prefer to burn up the 
earth rather than give it to the people. 

Gentlemen, I am very frightened by our 
immoral attacks on other countries, includ
ing Cuba. I'm convinced that history will 
prove that "while we were denazifying Ger
many, we caught the disease." 

Gentlemen, I beg you to face up to this 
plot going on in the meeting in Hawaii. Ex
pose the warmongers. I have a lot of living 
I want to enjoy. 

With best personal regards to both of you, 
I remain 

Your dear friend 
ELVIS E. SWAN, 

International Representative, RWDSU, 
AFL-CIO. 

[From the Washington Pos·t, May 29, 1964] 
WHERE DOLLARS PROVE HARMFUL 

(By Jack Anderson) 
Though it isn't mentioned in the appeals 

to Congress for more aid, one cause of our 
setbacks in southeast Asia has been the 
distressing fact that American aid has often 
corrupted and weakened the men it was 
supposed to build up. 

The United States has poured millions into 
the jungle kingdoms of South Vietnam, Laos, 
and Thailand. This was supposed to make 
them bulwarks .against the spreading Red 
tide, which threatens to engulf all Asia. 

Youths were talten out of the rice paddies, 
put into American-made uniforms, and ele
vated to sudden affluence. With their U.S.
guaranteed paychecks, they were able to buy 
luxuries they had never known existed: 
wrist watches, transistor radios, fun in town. 

Now there often seems to be more fun 
than fight in them. They dislike giving up 

their new living standards for the dangers 
and discomforts of jungle combat. 

The taste of luxury has also corrupted 
many of their officers. They like to have 
orderlies serve them tea in bed in the morn
ings. They prefer to ride in jeeps on their 
patrol missions; they disdain the thought of 
slogging through the jungle in pursuit of 
guerrillas. 

A few have found they can increase their 
comforts merely by accumulating more of 
those wonderful dollars. By failing to re
port casualties and deserters, for example, 
officers discovered they could pocket the 
missing men's pay. Others sell U.S. sup
plies on the black market in the happy con
viction that there's more where those came 
from. 

HOW TO GET RICH 
The generals and politicians who have 

handled American aid have also had a dis
maying habit of growing rich in their jobs. 
The new South Vietnamese leader,- Gen. 
Nguyen Khanh, has found it necessary to 
shoot embezzlers. 

Yet he has been remarkably fortunate 
in his own finances; indeed, he has boasted 
that he is worth $10 million. 

In Laos, the Central Intelligence Agency's 
protege, Gen. Phoumi Nosavan, has been un
surpassed in his opposition to communism. 
But he has also partaken generously of the 
fruits of the capitalism he upholds. 

When the United States withdrew military 
assistance, he found it hard to break old 
habits. He was appointed minister of finance 
in the new coalition government. Imme
diately, he founded a private bank which has 
benefited from his financial policies. 

His former U.S.-paid army has fared 
worse. Deprived of dollars, Phoumi resorted 
to the printing press to produce the salaries 
for his soldiers. Result: An outbreak of 
inflation. 

Now he is leading the cry for renewed mili
tary aid for Laos. 

Though U.S. arms are needed to fight off 
the Reds, those who bear them somehow 
must be taught to put principles ahead of 
profits. 

IOU NO. 25-TURN ON THE LIGHTS 
IN TEXAS 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, there 
is com:Petition in the electric power in
dustry. IOU's-investor-owned util
i·ties-in Montana and Texas vigorously 
compete for several titles. They are the 
top contenders for the "light overcharge" 
championship of the United States. 

They vie for preeminence in use and 
abuse of the restricted stock option, by 
which company insiders dilute the equity 
of ordinary investors and obtain millions 
of dollars worth of tax-free profit from 
stock purchased at a small fraction of 
its cost to the ordinary stockholders. 

They provide cash contributions and 
leadership for organizations which would 
maim, if not kill, the income tax, the 
United Nations, civil rights legislation, 
and the companies' competitors, and 
which view UNICEF as a sinister Com
munist plot. 

Power companies in Texas and Mon
tana represent · the industry's leadership 
in yet another way. W. W. Lynch, pres
ident of Texas Power & Light, and J. E. 
Corette, president of Montana Power, 
each served recently as president of Edi
son Electric Institute, the trade associa
tion of the electric power companies, 
which constitute the largest industry in 
the Nation. 
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This giant industry spends millions of 

dollars each year questioning the mo
tives of its critics, attacking its competi
tors-the rural electric and municipal 
power systems-and berating the Federal 
Government, which has nevertheless 
favored the industry with nine tax cuts 
since World War II. These tax reduc
tions, in many instances, have not been 
passed on to the consumers who paid 
those taxes for and to the company. 

Mr. President, I am all for President 
Johnson's exemplary attitude toward 
economy, in the matter of turning off 
lights. But more meaningful reduction 
of costs to the electrical consumer re
quires illumination of some of the dark 
recesses of power company operations. 
We need to turn the spotlight of pub
licity on these companies. 

MONTANA, TEXAS RATES MOST EXORBITANT 

I shall first report on the extent of 
overcharges by Texas lOU's. The Janu
ary 3, 1963, issue of Public Utilities Fort
nightly, an industry publication, carries 
an analysis of rate of return of electric 
utilities in 1960. The analysis was pre
sented to the New York Society of Secu
rity Analysts by Frank D. Chutter, utility 
analyst for Massachusetts Investors 
Trust. It is the biggest mutual fund in 
the country, with more than a quarter 
of a billion dollars invested in electric 
utilities. 

Mr. Chutter reported that Montana 
provided the highest rate of return of 
any of the 48 continental States-8. 7 
percent; Texas was next, with 7.4 per
cent. 

Arnold H. Hirsch, a Washington, D.C., 
utility consultant, analyzed the rate of 
return for the 3-year period, 1958-60, for 
the major electric utility in each State. 
He computed the rates of return by two 
methods. First, he based the rate of re
turn on Federal income taxes actually 
paid. Montana was again the highest 
in the Nation, with 9.3 percent; Texas 
was second, with 9.1 percent. 

Then he computed rate of return based 
on normalization of Federal income 
taxes. Montana was again highest in 
the Nation, with 8.9 percent; Texas was 
again second, with 8.5 percent. Tables 
showing rate of return in all States ap
pear on pages 9930-9931 of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD for May 4, 1964. 
THE $84 Mll.LION ANNUAL OVERCHARGE IN TEXAS 

During the 5-year period 1956-60, the 
annual rate of return for Texas electric 
utilities rose as high as: 

Utility Per-
cent 

Texas Electric Service___ __ _____ _ 10. 1 
El Paso Electric Co_______ ____ __ 9. 6 
Texas Power & Light_ - - --- ----- 9. 5 
West Texas Utility Co______ ____ 8. 9 
Community Public Service_____ 8. 5 
Central Power & Light__ _______ 8. 3 
Dallas Power & Light_______ ___ _ 8. 2 
Southwestern Electric Power____ 8.1 
Gulf State Utility_ __ ______ ____ __ 7. 8 
Southwestern Public Service____ 7. 6 
Southwestern Electric Service___ 7. 4 

Amount 

($80, 667, 000) 
(16, 975, 000) 
(60, 594, 000) 
(20, 810, 000) 
(6, 993, 000) 

(38, 513, 000) 
(33, 221, 000) 
(27, 448, 000) 
(26, 287, 000) 
(26, 486. 000) 
(1, 133, 000) 

In parentheses, in the above tabulation 
I have placed the overcharges to consum
ers during the 5-year period. By over
charge, I mean profit to the company 
over and above a 6-percent rate of re-

turn, which is considered reasonable by 
most regulatory commissions and utility 
experts. 

The average rate of return for Houston 
Lighting & Power, during the 5-year pe
riod, was 8.4 percent, which permitted 
the company to collect $80,160,000 in 
overcharges. 

The average rate of return for Mon
tana Power-still the light overcharge 
champion, although hard pressed by 
Texas companies--was 9.4 percent over 
the 5-year period, which resulted in an 
overcharge of $39,391,000. The total 
overcharge, over the 5-year period, by 
the 12 Texas companies, was $419,287,-
000; from analyses of company reports 
compiled by National Rural Electric Co
operative Association, based on taxes ac
tually paid, using data and accounting 
procedures of the Federal Power Com
mission. 

BIGGER GIVEAWAY THAN DIXON-YATES 

Mr. President, to realize the magnitude 
of these overcharges, to put them in per
spective, it is useful to recall that one of 
the reasons for congressional concern 
over the Dixon-Yates contract, 10 years 
ago, was its provision of a 9-percent rate 
of return for the utility combine. But 
in Montana, in Texas, and in some other 
States, the permitted rate of return is 
frequently or regularly, over a period of 
years, greater than that which was prop
erly denied the Dixon-Yates group. 

The question· arises: Why does not the 
Texas regulatory commission do some
thing about these overcharges? The an
swer is, there is not any. Texas is one 
of the few States without a State agency 
with jurisdiction over electric power 
rates. Some major Texas electric com
panies also deny that they come under 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Power 
Commission. In its 1963 report to the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
Texas Utilities, a holding company whose 
subsidiaries are Texas Electric Service, 
Texas Power & Light, and Dallas Power 
& Light, reported: 

Each (subsidiary) utility believes that it 
is not a public utility as defined in the Power 
Act and has been advised by its counsel that 
it is not subject to regulaJtion by the (Fed
eral Power) Conunission under such aot. 

Nevertheless, Texas Power & Light 
blandly tells the public, through its ad
vertisements, that it is ''regulated." I 
may add that this denial of Federal juris
diction is made despite the fact that 
Texas Utilities receives power via high 
voltage interconnections with the South
western Power Authority and Lower 
Colorado River Authority, which are not 
Texas intrastate institutions. The elec
tric power companies of this Nation-as 
the maps in their national advertise
ments show-are well along on the way 
toward interconnections that extend far 
beyond one State's borders. The cur
rent president of Edison Electric Insti
tute, Walter Bouldin, said this year that 
by 1966 "all the major operating groups 
in the industry will be capable of operat
ing interconnected as a nationwide in
terregional grid." 

But as part of the hokum that attends 
the electric power industry, the compa
n1es tell the regulators one thing, and the 
public another. 

HOW THE RESTRICTED STOCK OPI'ION WORKS 

Key officials of several Texas power 
companies profit handsomely-and se
cretly-from use of the restricted stock 
option. It works this way: 

The board of directors grants to 
selected company insiders options to 
purchase stock. The option price is 
slightly below the market price at the 
time of the option. The market price of 
Texas utility stocks, as those in many 
other electric companies, has been sky
rocketing for several years. For ex
ample, the market value of stock in 
Texas Utilities has increased more than 
eightfold since 1950, Southwestern Pub
lic Service more than fivefold. Both have 
had two 2-for-1 stock splits during this 
period. 

The utility executive with options to 
buy stocks at a previous, much lower 
price, is going to encourage the inflation 
in the marl{et value of the stock, so that 
he can reap an even greater windfall 
profit, at the expense of the ordinary 
stockholder and the ratepayer. This, Mr. 
President, is exactly what is happening 
in Texas, in Montana, and in other 
States. 

Unlike depletion allowances, no risk 
whatsoever is involved in the restricted 
stock option. It is pure gravy. For ex
ample, brother officers of the company 
granted executive A an option on 5,000 
shares of stock back in the fifties, when 
it was worth $10 per share. He exercises 
his option now, when the stock is worth 
$50 per share. Bingo, he has made a pa
per profit of $40 per share, or $200,000. 
He can convert that to hard cash, and 
can pay capital gains-a maximum of 25 
percent, but frequently much less-on 
the $200,000. But if he is smart, as most 
utility officials are, he gives the stock 
away, to his wife, his sons--in one Texas 
case, to a "prospective daughter-in-law," 
to a family foundation, or to his favorite 
charity. 

In these cases he does not pay any tax 
at all. Furthermore, in many cases the 
full, inflated market value of the stock 
can be deducted from his own personal 
income tax. 

His family is happy; his favorite char
ity is happy; he becomes known as a 
great philanthropist, viewed with rever
ence and respect even by the ordinary 
stockholders and ratepayers, who are 
unaware that it was their money which 
he gave away, tax free. 
A $350,000 WINDFALL FOR ONE IOU EXECUTIVE 

Since 1957, the president of Texas Util
ities, G. L. MacGregor, of Dallas, has re
ceived approximately $350,000 in wind
fall profits under the stock option gim
mick. This is in addition to his annual 
remuneration of $92,150. His retirement 
benefits will amount to $42,438 annually. 

W. W. Lynch, president of Texas Power 
& Light, a subsidiary of Texas Utilities, 
has received approximately $200,000 in 
windfall profits via the stock option dur
ing the same period. This is in addition 
to his annual remuneration of $71,000 
and retirement benefits estimated at 
$33,397 annually. 

C. A. Tatum, Jr., president of Dallas 
Power & Light, another subsidiary of 
Texas Utilities, has received approxi
mately $100,000 in windfall profits. 
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through the use of restricted stock op
tions, during this period. This is in ad
dition to his annual remuneration of 
$70,950. His annual retirement benefits 
amount to $30,282. 

Through the restricted stock option 
device, many utility executives pay less 
than a quarter for stock which costs or
dinary stockholders a dollar. For exam
ple, on July 12, 1962, Beeman Fisher, 
president of Texas Electric, bought 204 
shares of stock. The market price that 
day was $43.50 a share. He paid $9.72 a 
share. His annual remuneration is 
$70,800 a year; his annual retirement 
benefits, $12,123. 

The lOU's mentioned above, which 
comprise Texas Utilities, serve 75,000 
square miles in northern, eastern, and 
western parts of Texas, including Dallas, 
Fort Worth, Wichita Falls, Waco, 
Odessa, Midland, and Tyler. But rate
payers in the Texas and Oklahoma Pan
handle and in New Mexico also help sub
sidize utility officials who gouge custom
ers and ordinary stockholders, through 
use of the restricted stock option. This 
is accomplished by Southwestern Public 
Service, which has its headquarters in 
Dallas. 

The chairman of the board of South
western Public Service--H. L. Nichols
has made a windfall profit of approxi
mately $200,000, through use of the re
stricted stock option since 1957. This in 
addition to his $60,000 annual salary and 
$12,900 in annual retirement benefits. 

A. R. Watson, president of the South
western Public Service, has received ap
proximately $180,000 in windfall profits 
from exercise of restricted stock options 
since 1957. This is in addition to his 

$55,000 annual remuneration, and 
$23,180 in annual retirement benefits. 
OPTION WINDFALLS NOT CONSIDERED IN RATE 

CASES 

Mr. President, there are. at least five 
principal adverse e:f!ects of utility execu
tive use of the restricted stock option. 

First. Little is known, even by regu
lators and utility consultants, about the 
profit a:f!orded IOU insiders through the 
device. It follows that the income from 
options, in at least some if not all cases, 
is not considered in rate cases. Hidden 
income--just as a padded rate base-
adds to the consumer overcharge. 

Second. Issuance of this cheap stock 
to company insiders dilutes the equity of 
ordinary stockholders. 

Third. It reduces the company's cap
ital, in that a share of stock sold on the 
regular market would bring in two, three, 
four, and sometimes five or six times as 
much capital. 

Fourth. Prospective investors-includ
ing the mutual funds and insurance 
companies which invest heavily in elec
tric utilities-are unable to determine 
the extent to which stock in a company 
has been watered, or infiation encour
aged, by the restricted stock option. I 
previously reported to the Senate--on 
May 13-that insiders held options on 
approximately 10 percent of the stock-
750,000 shares-of the Montana Power 
Co. The insiders have already acquired 
close to 500,000 shares in that company. 

Fifth. Availability of option stock en
courages company officials to forgo rate 
reductions and make ever greater profit, 
thus increasing the market value of the 
stock, so the windfall profit will be ever 
greater when they exercise their options. 

OPI'IONS ENCOURAGE STOCK INFLATION 

Southwestern Public Service a:f!ords an 
excellent example of the latter point. 
The Value Line Investment Survey, in its 
February 21, 1964, analysis of the electric 
utility industry, cautions investors that 
the present market for Southwestern 
Public Service "is out of line with his
torical norms and a correction is easily 
possible." The stock is now selling at 
approximately $37, after reaching about 
$40 early this year. 

However, as of the end of last year, 
company insiders held options, due to ex
pire September 27, 1965, on some 5,500 
shares of stock, at the option price of 
only $12.71. They also held options, 
due to expire September 25, 1966, on 
about 10,000 additional shares, also at 
the option prices of only $12.71. 

This means, simply, that it is in the 
interest of the people who run the com
pany to keep the market value of the 
stock bloated, so they can make as big a 
killing as possible before they have to 
exercise their option. This is good busi
ness for the insiders. But it is unfortun
ate for electric consumers east, west, 
and north of the Pecos. 

Southwestern Public Service insiders 
have already received 114,160 shares of 
stock through the option gimmick. Op
tions have been granted to insiders on 
an additional139,840 shares. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in my 
remarks a summary of the Southwestern 
Public Service Co.'s restricted stock op
tion plan. 

There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

ITEM No. 4.-Common stock options granted to officers and key employees under the company's restricted stock option plan 
[Annual report of Southwestern Public Service Co., year ended Dec. 31, 1963] 

Shares Shares Shares Shares 
granted exercised Price per Options granted exercised Price per Options 
under to share 2 expire under to share 2 expire 
plant Dec. 31, plant Dec. 31, 

19631 19631 

H. L. Nichols, chairman of board ____ 8,000 8,000 12.70625 Sept. 27, 1965 George Dupree, vice president _______ 1,200 960 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 
2,000 1,600 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 800 480 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 
6,000 4,800 14.36875 Sept. 24,1967 1,000 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 

.A. R. Watson, president_ ___________ 6,000 6,000 12.70625 Sept. 27,1965 2,000 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 
2,000 1, 600 12. 70625 Sept. 25, 1966 1,200 ---------- 28. 2625 Sept. 24, 1972 
6, 000 4,800 14.36875 Sept. 24, 1967 1,000 ---------- 34.31875 Sept. 23, 1973 
2,000 1,200 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 J. T. Bradley, treasurer and assistant 2,000 1,600 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 
5,000 -- -------- 28,2625 Sept. 24, 1972 secretary. 1,000 600 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 

Don D. Loden, vice president and 4,000 3,200 12.70625 Sept. 27,1965 2, 000 1,200 19.5344 Sept. 21, 1969 
secretary. 2,000 1,600 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 1,000 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 

4,000 2, 400 14.36875 Sept. 24, 1967 1,000 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 
2, 000 1,200 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 1, 500 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 

1. 
1,160 ---------- 19.5344 Sept. 21, 1969 500 ---------- 34.31875 Sept. 23, 1973 
1,000 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26,1970 A. D. Sebastian, assistant secretary 1,000 600 14.36875 Sept. 24, 1967 
1,000 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 and assistant treasurer. 800 480 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 
2,500 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 600 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 

H.O. Hodson, vice president_------- 4, 000 3,200 12.70625 Sept. 27, 1965 600 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 
2,000 1,200 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 1,000 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 
4,000 2,400 14.36875 Sept. 24, 1967 600 ---------- 34.31875 Sept. 23, 1973 
2,000 800 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 L. S. Cotter, assistant secretary _____ 2,000 1,600 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 
1,000 400 19.5344 Sept. 21, 1969 800 480 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 
1,000 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 800 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 
1,000 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 900 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 
2,500 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 1,000 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 

Roy Tolk:, vice president ____________ 3,000 2,400 12.70625 Sept. 27, 1965 540 ---------- 34. 31875 Sept. 23, 1973 
2,000 1, 600 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 Other key employees (8) _________ : ___ 21,000 18, 100 12.70625 Sept. 27, 1965 
3,000 1,800 14.36875 Sept. 24, 1967 Other key employees (18) ____________ 22,440 16,780 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 
2,000 1,200 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 Other key employees (8) _____________ 12,200 7,600 14.36875 Sept. 24, 1967 
1, 000 400 19.5344 Sept. 21, 1969 Other key employees (16) ____________ 11,000 5,540 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 
1,000 ---------- 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 Other key employees (28) _______ _____ 15,260 940 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 
1, 000 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 Other key employees (27) ____________ 16,800 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 
2,000 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 Other key employees (28) ____________ 21, 300 100 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 

500 ---------- 34. 31875 Sept. 23, 1973 Other key employees (28) ____________ 12, 000 ---------- 34. 31875 Sept. 23, 1973 
W. L. Pearson, vice president _______ 2,000 1,600 12.70625 Sept. 27, 1965 ---

2,000 1,200 12.70625 Sept. 25, 1966 Total options granted to Der. 
2,000 1,200 14,36875 Sept. 24, 1967 31, 1963 ______________________ 260,000 114,160 ------------
2, 000 800 16.50625 Sept. 23, 1968 Total shares available under plan ____ 260, 000 ---------- ------------
1,000 400 19.5344 Sept. 21, 1969 Less shares canceled during 1961 due 
1,000 100 26.3625 Sept. 26, 1970 to retirements--------------- ------ 6, 000 ---------- ------------
1, 000 ---------- 29.45 Sept. 25, 1971 ----------., 2,000 ---------- 28.2625 Sept. 24, 1972 Maximum shares issuable 

500 ---------- 34.31875 Sept. 23, 1973 under plan __________________ 254,000 ---------- ------------
1 After adjusting for 2-for-1 common stock split effective Mar. 1, 1960. 2 Option price per share is 95 percent of closing market price on day option was granted. 
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SOUTHWESTERN PuBLIC SERVICE Co. NOTES TO 

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS, AUGUST 31, 1963 
There are in effect stock option plans un

der which 260,000 shares of the company's 
unissued common stock have been made 
available for option to officers and other key 
employees. Options are exercisable 20 per
cent every 2 years over a 10-year period at 
prices equal to 95 percent of the market price 
of the shares on the date the options were 
granted. At August 31, 1963, options to pur
chase 238,360 shares had been granted, and 
6,000 shares had been canceled, leaving 15,640 
unoptioned shares available for the plans. 
At the beginning of the fiscal year 55,640 
shares were available for option. 

At the beginning of the fiscal year options 
were outstanding for 105,740 shares; during 
the fiscal year options were granted to pur
chase 40,000 shares at $28.26 per share, and 
options were exercised to purchase 12,600 
shares at prices ranging from $12.71 to $28.26 
per share, leaving options for 133,140 shares 
outstanding at August 31, 1963. 

The amount received for the shares sold 
to optionees totaled $193,442. The excess of 
this amount over the par value of the shares, 
$180,842, was credited to premium on com
mon stock. 

Mr. METCALF. In its prospectus of 
March 24, 1964, Texas Utilities provides 
some information on its restricted stock 

option plan. As of January 31, 1964, 369 
persons were entitled to exercise 74,704 
options. Options on about 70,000 shares 
have been exercised since 1961. The 
prospectus does not include information 
on exercise of options prior to 1961, al
though reports to the SEC indicate sub
stantial transactions in prior years. 
The company declared it was going to 
suspend and evaluate the granting-but 
not the exercise--of options. Texas 
Utilities also reported that, except with 
respect to the fund by which credit is 
provided for purchase of stock, "no ac
counting is made by the companies since 
the plan is administered by a stock pur
chase plan committee and said commit
tee and the aforesaid trustee, jointly, 
maintain all accounting records relating 
thereto." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD pertinent portions of the 
March 24, 1964, Texas Utilities pros
pectus. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
The remuneration directly paid by the company and its subsidiary companies to the direc

tors and officers of the company named hereunder, whlle acting as such during the year 1963, 
was as follows: 

Name of individual or 
identity of group 

G. L. MacGregor ____________ _ 

Beeman Fisher ______________ _ 

W. W. Lynch _______________ _ 

C. A. Tatum, Jr _____________ _ 

Directors and officers as a 
group (including those 
named above). 

Capacities in which remuneration was received 

President and director of the company and director of the subsidiary 
operating companies. 

Director and vice president of the company and president and director 
of Texas Electric. 

Director and vice president of the company and president and director 
of Texas Power. 

Director and vice president of the company and president and director 
of Dallas Power. 

Directors and officers of the company and its subsidiaries ________ _____ _ 

Aggregate 
direct re

muneration 

1$92,150 

I 2 70,800 

12 71,000 

12 70,950 

426,545 

1 The estimated annual benefits payable to Messrs. MacGregor, Fisher, Lynch, and Tatum in evE~nt of retirement 
at normal retirement dates and on the basis of present salary rates amount to $25,000, $9,297, $25,000, and $23,301, 
respectively. Reference is made to statements under "Employee Relations," concerning proposed amendments to 
the employee retirement plans which, if adopted, would cause the foregoing annual benefits to be $42,438, $12,123, 
$33,397, and $30,282, respectively. 

2 Consists principally of salary from subsidiary operating company. 

As of February 14, 1964, the directors and ket by a trustee. The price to be paid by an 
officers of the company owned beneficially an employee for such stock shall be the market 
aggregate of 67,983 shares of the common value (defined in the plan as market price 
stock of the company, a portion of which plus brokerage and taxes) at the time of the 
was held in community with their wives, and granting of an option less a discount approx-
7 shares of preferred stock of Texas Electric. imately equal to interest at 4 percent per 
In addition thereto, approximately 171,923 annum on the partial payments to the trus
shares of common stock of the company were tee, a maximum discount of 15 percent of the 
owned by members of fam111es of directors market value at date of granting being at
and officers and by individuals, corporations, tainable after 8 years of continuous employee 
estates, institutions and others with which payments. 
the directors and officers were associated. Options generally are exercisable fully in 

Options to purchase securities: 1 Under a 8 years from date of granting but are exercis
stock option and purchase plan, which met able in part beginning 4 years from date of 
the requirements for "restricted stock op- granting and, in the event of death, retire
tiona" under section 421 of the Internal Rev- mentor permanent disability of a holder, are 
enue Code of 1954 prior to its amendment by exercisable in part or in full after 2 years from 
the Revenue Act of 1964, officers and other date of granting. Option prices generally 
supervisory employees of the company and range from 95.8 percent of the market value 
its subsidiaries could purchase shares of at the date the options were granted as to 
common stock of the company having an those options exercised after 4 years to 85 
aggregate market value at the time of grant- percent thereof as to those options exercised 
ing of options of not to exceed twice the em- at the end of 8 years. 
ployee's annual salary. Payment is made by Inasmuch as options issued under the plan 
means of an initial payment and salary de- subsequent to December 31, 1963, will no 
ductions over a period of years, such stock longer constitute "restricted stock options" 
being acquired for such purpose in the mar- and will not meet the new requirements of a 

1 All references herein to stock options are 
in terms of the common stock of the company 
outstanding after giving effect to the 2-for-1 
stock splits in 1955 and 1962. 

. . . 

"qualified stock option" under the Internal 
Revenue Code as amended by the Revenue 
Act of 1964, the company has given notice of 
the suspension of the granting of options, 
effective April 6, 1964, pending an evaluation 

of the changes or modifications (including 
termination) which may be made in the plan 
as a result of the new act. 

At January 31, 1964, there were 855 options 
outstanding, entitling 369 holders thereof to 
purchase 74,704 shares having an aggregate 
option price at dates the options were granted 
(before deduction of an indeterminable 
amount of discount based on the period 
elapsed between dates options were granted 
and dates they were first exercised in whole, 
or in part) of $3,088,768, or an average of 
$41.35 per share. The aforesaid shares on 
January 31, 1964, had an aggregate value 
(based on closing market price on that date 
of $58.375 per share) of $4,360,846 and for 
which options became or will become exercis
able, generally, as follows: 

Dates Option 
Dates options Shares options prices 

granted under partially per share 
option to fully 

exercisable 
(range) 1 

1955-56.---------- 2,854 1964-{)5 $17.88-$17.81 
1957-58.---------- 12,288 1964-{)7 21.30- 21.07 
1959-60.------- - -- 13,944 1964-{)9 35. 25- 32. 59 
1961-{)2_-- -------- 34,432 1965-70 45. 43- 40. 31 
1963-M.-- - - ------ 11,186 1967-72 52. 28- 46. 39 

1 Average. 

Included in the above tabulation for the 
account of the officers (some of whom were 
also directors) of the company (including 
officers who were also officers of the subsid
iaries) are the following options pertaining 
to stock having an aggregate value of 
$246,926 2; 

Dates 
Shares Dates options Option 
under op- par- prices 

op- tions tially to per share 
tion granted fully (range) 

exercis-
able 

---
G. L. Mac-Gregor ________ 482 1957 1964-65 $18.99-$17. 70 
Beeman Fisher_ 400 1961 1965-69 48. 63- 43. 15 
W. W. Lynch •. 36 1955 1964 17.11 

396 1957 1964-66 22.71 
1,056 1961-62 1965-70 145. 83- 40. 66 
1,078 1963 1967-71 152. 09- 46. 21 

C. A. Tatum, 
Jr ------------- 600 1957 1964-66 19.22 

All officers as a 
group (in-
eluding those 
named above)_ 116 1955 1964 117.44 

1,378 1957 1964-66 120. 10- 19. 65 
1, 058 1961 1965-69 148. 53- 43. 06 

500 1962 1966-70 42. 58- 37. 78 
1,178 1963 1967-71 1 52. 34- 46. 44 

1 Average. 

Reference is made to "Options to pur
chase securities" under the heading ''Man
agement" for description of employee stock 
option and purchase plan (all statements 
concerning which are in terms of the com
mon stock of the company outstanding after 
giving effect to the 2-for-1 stock splits in 
1955 and 1962). 

Pursuant to said plan, options were out
standing at December 31, 1963, entitling 
holders thereof to purchase '75,632 shares 
of common stock of the company. These 
shares had aggregate market values (market 
prices at dates options were granted plus 
brokerage and taxes) and option prices (be
fore deduction for ultimate discount based 
on the period elapsed between dates options 
were granted and dates they were first ex
ercised, in whole or in part) of $3,078,418 
with per share values ranging from $59.22 
to $17.36, with ultimate option prices not 
being determinable at dates options were 
gran ted. However, option prices generally 
range from 95.8 percent of the market value 

2 Based on the closing market price on 
Jan. 31, 1964, of $58% per share . 
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at the date granted to 85 percent, depend
ing upon the life of the option at the date 
of first exercise. At December 31, 1963, and 
based on the status of the individual options 
as of that date, option prices of the afore
said 75,632 shares ranged from $56.73 to 
$16.63 and aggregated a maximum of 
$2,946,499 and a minimum of $2,668,375. 
Such options became or will become exer
cisable generally in the year or years shown 
hereunder: 

Dates opt ions granted 

. .. 
19!15--56_- --------- - - -----------
1957-58 ________ ----- - - ---------
1959--6() _- ----------- - - - ------ - -
1961--62_- ----------- -----------
1963 __ ---- - ----- -- ------ - --- - --

Shares 
under 
option 

3,158 
13,396 
14,374 
34, 532 
10, 172 

D ates 
options 

partially 
to fully 

exercisable 

1964-65 
1964-67 
1964-68 
1965--70 
1967- 71 

Options beCOming exercisable and options 
exercised during the 3 years ended December 
31, 1963, were as follows: 

Number 
Option price 

of 
shares P er share Total 

(range) 

Options becoming 
exercisable: 

196L- - ---------- 33,016 $30. 56-$8. 63 $529, 000 
1962_-- ---------- 26,788 37. 67- 9. 09 443, 000 
1963_- ----------- 16,698 50. 03-11. 01 400, 000 

Options exercised: 
496,000 196L __ ---------- 31,286 30. 56- 8. 63 

1962_-- ---------- 23, 510 37.67- 9. 09 384,000 
1963 ___ __ __ ------- 15,448 50. 03-11. 01 363, 000 

Number 
M arket price 

of 
shares P er share Total 

(range) 

Options becoming 
exercisable: 

1961_ -- ----- - ---- 33, 016 $57. 38--$40. 50 $1,686, 000 
1962_-- ---------- 26, 788 54. 5(}-- 39. 88 1, 220,000 
1963_-- ---------- 16,698 58. 75- 51.00 899, 000 

Opt ions exercised: 
1, 599, 000 1961_ -- ---------- 31,286 57. 33- 40. 50 

1962_-- ---------- 23, 510 54. so-- 39. 88 1, 051, 000 
1963_-- ---------- 15,448 58. 75- 51.00 828,000 

To provide credit resources by means of 
which the trustee under the plan purchased 
stock in the market without recourse to the 
company or its subsidiaries, a net amount of 
$1 ,693,491, deposited by the subsidiaries, was 
held at December 31, 1963, in a fund by the 
trustee. Except with respect to such fund, 
no accounting is made by the companies 
since the plan is administered by a stock 
purchase plan committee and said committee 
and the aforesaid trustee, jointly, maintain 
all accounting records relating thereto, in
cluding those concerning the issuance and 
exercise of options which, under the plan, 
are granted by the trustee. Further amounts 
may be deposited with the trustee in con
nection with any additional options, and 
in the course of the operations of the trustee 
under the plan, funds so deposited may be 
lost in whole or in part or may be refunded 
to the companies in whole or in part. The 
operation of the plan has not necessitated any 
charge to income to·date. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, before 
I am accused of frightening investors 
from one particular company or State 
let me add that the inflation of electric 
company stock is not peculiar to Texas 
and Montana. It is a characteristic of 
the industry, according to independent 
utility consultants. 

One of them, David A. Kosh, wrote last 
fall in Public Utilities Fortnightly, an in
dustry publication that "the cost of capi
tal has been declining during the past 
few years,'' and "utilities are earning 
substantially in excess of the cost of 
capital required by the market." 

Continued Mr. Kosh: 
When 75 percent of all electric utUities 

are selling at two times book value the mar
ket is signaling that earnings are high and 
possibly too high. Excessive earnings, which 
lead to stock prices out of all reasonable 
relationship to rate base values, pose a real 
threat to the continuation of private owner
ship of our public utilities. 

FEW QUES TI ONS ASKED, FEWER ANSWERED 

Much pertinent information concern
ing option3 is not available. The ques
tions asked utilities, concerning stock 
options, have been insufficient. The re
plies provided, by some utility officials, 
are grossly inadequate. Were an ordi
nary ratepayer to disregard his light bill, 
the way some IOU executives disregard 
reports on the restricted stock option, his 
lights would have been cut off long ago. 

For example, in 1956 the Securities 
and Exchange Commission asked officers 
and directors of companies Which report 
to SEC to advise the Commission-be
ginning in 1957-of stock which they 
acquired by exercise of options, and to 
report the exercise price per share. 
Companies were given timely notice. 
Yet, late in 1959 an officer of Southwest
ern Public Service told SEC he had not 
been "aware of the requirement for filing 
the report." The reports on exercise of 
options, filed by the president of South
western Public Service, in his form 4 re
port to the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, do not conform wlth the 
company's proxy solici-tation material, 
sent out prior to annual meetings. Like
wise the iorm 4 reports filed by the chair
man of the board of Southwestern Public 
Service do not conform with the proxy 
solicitation material. They presumably 
neglected to report that certain of their 
stock acquisition was acquired through 
exercise of options. 

I am sure the omission was not willful. 
They are busy men, and have not had 
an opportunity in recent years to review 
the delinquency of their reports, as the 
president of Texas Power & Light, W. 
W. Lynch, finally did, whereupon he 
wrote SEC, on May 6, 1964, as follows: 

In addition to the error on the October 
report (which SEC had called to his atten
tion) it also develops that form 4 reports 
were not made in 1963 on a gift by me of 100 
shares in June, the exercise by me of options 
on 40 shares in July, and 136 shares in De
cember and a further gift by me of 67 shares 
in January 1964. 

Tardy, erroneous reports by these 
leaders of the Nation's largest industry 
simply add to· the workload of the small 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
staff, and reduce the amount of time 
available for providing investors, regula
tors, and Congress with what scant in
formation can be collected on the basis 
of existing, insufficient reports. 

In the early 1950's the staff in the SEC 
section of ownership reports totaled 14. 
It was slashed in half, to seven. It has 
now been supplemented by two persons, 

for a total of nine. Yet because of the ex
pansion in business organizations the 
staff has twice as many ownership re
ports to review as it had when the staff 
was almost twice as large. Similarly, the 
staff of the Federal Power Commission 
was drastically reduced during the 1950's 
and has not been sufficiently revived. 

SOUTHERN STATES INDUSTRIAL COUNCn. 

Mr. President, if the captains of the 
Nation's largest industry tended to their 
own business instead of peeking under 
beds, ordinary stockholders and rate
payers would both benefit. But if one 
scratches almost any of the noisy outfits 
which saturate the airwaves and news
papers with fear and hate, he frequently 
uncovers a whole nestful of IOU execu
tives. 

One of their favorites is the Southern 
States Industrial Council. This organi
zat ion-as most of the others which at
tract IOU leaders, sends a column to 
hundreds of daily and weekly news
papers. SSIC-according to its 1963 and 
1964 policy statements and its regular 
letters to those of us who serve in Con
gress-is against the United Nations, the 
progressive income tax, the civil rights 
bill, public housing-which is particu
larly popular in Southern States-the 
Youth Conservation Corps, truth in lend
ing, and a substantial number of other 
programs which have won rather broad 
and bipartisan support since enunciation 
of the Monroe Doctrine, which the coun
cil reasserts and firmly supports and in 
which era the council still lives. 

But the Southern States Industrial 
Council reserves its harshest words for 
UNICEF, the United Nations Interna
tional Children's Emergency Fund. 
"UNICEF is in fact a powerful propa
ganda agency for the worldwide Commu
nist conspiracy," according to the coun
cil's 1963 summary of its policies. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert at this point in my re
marks the declaration of policy on 
UNICEF which was adopted by the board 
of directors of the Southern States In
dustrial Council at its annual meeting, 
the Homestead, Hot Springs, Va., May 
20-22, 1963. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

UNICEF 
Another U.N. special agency about which 

the American people know all too little is 
UNICEF-the United Nations International 
Children's Fund. Created in 1946 as an ad
junct of UNRRA, it has always been and is 
now completely Communist dominated. 

Ostensibly working for the relief of needy 
children in the underdeveloped lands. 
UNICEF is in fact a powerful propaganda 
agency for the worldwide cOmmunist- con
spiracy. 

The council calls upon its members and 
the general public thoroughly to familiarize 
themselves with the anti-American objec
tives and operating methods of these organi
zations to the end that they may combat 
them more effectively. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, it is 
easy to see how the gullible are misled 
when statements such as that appear in 
publications adorned by the names of 
key officers of the Nation's largest indus
try. Presidents of the United States 
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have helped UNICEF. The churches of 
America support it magnificently. The 
one man who has probably done most 
for UNICEF in all the world is the inimi
table Danny Kaye. What the Southern 
States Industrial Council says about 
UNICEF is no less despicable than the 
statement of Robert Welch, founder of 
the John Birch Society, that President 
Eisenhower was "consciously serving the 
Communist conspiracy for all of his 
adult life." 

The directors of Southern States In
dustrial Council include A. R. Watson, 
president of Southwestern Public Serv
ice, the gentleman I referred to earlier 
who was so busy raking in windfall 
profits from the restricted stock option 
that he still has not properly reported 
his insider transactions during · the 
1950's. Other directors of Southern 
States Industrial Council are William M. 
Shepherd, vice president of Arkansas 
Power & Light, William H. Skinner, vice 
president of Kentucky Utilities, and 
Louis V. Sutton, president of Carolina 
Power & Light. 

R. Baxter Wilson, president of Missis
sippi Power & Light is a vice president 
of Southern States Industrial Council. 
So is D. S. Kennedy, president of Okla
homa Gas & Electric, and P. A. 
Feringa, assistant to the board chairman 
of New Orleans Public Service. 

The Southern States Industrial Coun
cil draws financial support from IOU's 
from the Far West as well as within the 
Deep South. For example, for years the 
council has received an annual $250 con
tribution from the Idaho Power Co. 

MANION FORUM 

w. P. Bomar and J. L. Latimer, serve 
together not only as directors of Texas 
Utilities but also on the committee of 
endorsers of the Manion Forum. Clar
ence Manion founded his ·forum after 
former President Eisenhower fired him 
for advocating sale of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. Manion-a member 
of the national council of the John Birch 
Society-fights the income tax, public 
power, Federal aid to education, and the 
union shop by the usual newsletters, 
pamphlets, and tracts, and over some 
250 stations which carry his weekly pro
gram. 

One of Mr. Manion's radio programs 
and newsletters in April consisted of his 
interview with the head of the IOU trade 

·association, headlined as follows: 
Invest-Owned Power Companies Prime Tar

get of Socialist Planners, by Edwin Vennard, 
managing director, Edison Electric _Institute. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the REcORD the text of 
the Manion-Vennard interview at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the inter
. view was ordered to be printed in the · 
~ECORD, as follows: 

[From Manion Forum, Apr. 26, 1964] 
INVESTOR-OWNED PowER CoMPANIES PRIME 

TARGET OF SOCIALIST PLANNERS 
(By Edwin Vennard, managing director, Edi-

son Electric Institute) · 
Dean MANION .. The privately owned, tax

paying electric power business is the bull's 
eye on the big target of private property and 

private enterprise that Karl Marx said must 
be destroyed by the forces of socialism and 
communism. 

Many years ago, the Tennessee Valley Au
thority was set up as pattern for the so
cialization-public ownership, so-called-of 
the electric power business in this country. 
Since that time an ever-growing segment of 
the electric generating fac111ties in the 
United States has gone into public owner
ship. 

In the wake of this drive into the socializa
tion of electric power, billions of dollars 
worth of other privately operated business 
enterprises have been swept into the Federal 
domain. As a result, the shrinking segment 
of privately owned property finds itself 
groaning under an intolerable burden of 
ever-increasing taxes assessed against it in 
order to support its tax-free, publicly owned 
competitors. 

With me here today is one of the country's 
top authorities on the subject of electric 
power. Mr. Edwin Vennard is the managing 
director of the Edison Electric Institute, the 
trade association of the Nation's investor
owned electric light and power companies. 
He is the author of informative books on 
the American economic system in general 
and on the electric power business in par
ticular. 

People who wish to fight against the ad
vance of socialism must know more about 
the present plight of those who are on the 
Socialist gunner's "bull's eye," namely, inves
tor-owned electric power companies. I am 
convinced that we have the country's best 
authority here to tell us about it. Mr. Ven
nard, welcome to the Manion Forum. 

Mr. VENNARD. Thank you, Dean Manion. 
It is an honor to speak on the Manion Forum. 

I should like to spend the next few min
utes talking with you about the electric 
power industry, and how it is related to the 
central issue facing the world today: th-at is, 
whether man will depend upon government 
for his welfare, or whether he will depend 
upon himself. 

The choice is that simple, and people have 
been faced with it for centuries. Adam 
Smith and Karl Marx both recognized it, and 
chose different paths. The founders of this 
Nation recognized it, and made their choice. 

Down through the ages every society and 
every nation has had to face this decision. 
In most cases, people have chosen the phi
losophy of "government-take-care-of-me." 
The names of the governments formed to 
carry out this philosophy have differed, but 
they all had this in common: in order to 
provide for the people, governments had to 
control the people. The people became sub
servient to government. They were not free. 

In a few instances, groups of people have 
decided to organize themselves so that they 
will not need to be dependent upon govern
ment. They have preferred to depend on 
themselves. Because they were not depend
ent upon government, they did not become 
subservient to it. They were free from gov-

. ernment and its force. 
For many years, America has been the 

leading example of this kind of free society. 
Philosophically, there seems to be no mid

dle ground between the two kinds of society. 
Either a person is free, or he is not. But 
history tells us that societies do not remain 
constant. They swing from one form to 
another. . · 

Looking at Russia today we can see the 
pendulum beginning to move from complete 
government control of the economy toward 
a degree of freedom~ At the same time, 
looking at our own Nation objectively, many 
thoughtful - people conclude that we are 
moving toward a Government-planned econ
omy. 

The electric power industry is an impor
tant part of this problem of gravitation to
ward Government control: Students of his
tory will recall that people who advocate 

government planning always call for govern
ment ownership or control of key industries. 
The electric power industry is frequently the 
first step. 

Why is this so? 
I suppose the reason is that electricity has 

become the lifeblood of modern society. It 
has made possible the mechanization of in
dustry, cominerce, agriculture, and the 
home. It has multiplied productivity, 
helped raise standards of living, and led to 
technological advances in many fields. It 
is one of the important building-blocks of 
economic progress. 

Naturally, the advocates of Government 
control of the economy see electric power as 
essential to their plans. 
PRIVATE POWER COMPANIES CAN ADEQUATELY 

SUPPLY ALL NEED 
We in America can be proud of our electric 

power system. It is the greatest and most 
advanced on earth. We have more electric 
power capacity than the next five-ranking 
countries in the world combined-and 27'2 
times the capacity of the Soviet Union. 

In searching for greater efficiency of opera
tion and ways to provide better service and 
lower costs, power companies have installed 
larger and larger generating units and 
learned how to transmit power at higher and 
higher voltages. 

These developments, combined with in
creased use of electricity and good Govern
ment regulation, have kept the cost per kilo
watt-hour of electricity down. In fact, while 
the cost of living has about tripled since 
World War I, the cost of electricity to the 
residential customer is less than two-thirds 
of what it was then. 

Today, the investor-owned electric utility 
industry is the largest of all American indus
tries, and represents about 12 percent of all 
capital invested in business in this country. 
About 80 percent of the Nation's electric 
power customers are served by these investor
owned companies, operating under Govern
ment regulation. The remaining 20 percent 
are served by Government-owned and Gov
ernment-financed agencies of various kinds. 

We have tried to analyze why some people 
in this country believe Government should 
be in the power business. In doing so, we 
found th-at most advocates of Government 
power are not Socialists. They are good, loyal 
people-with some seridus misunderstand
ings of a few important facts. 

For example, when we ask why people ad
vocate Government power, one answer we 
get most frequently is: "Providing power is 
such a big job, only Government can handle 
it. The free market just can't take it." 

But the investor-owned companies spent 
$3.3 billion in 1963 to provide new fac111ties 
for 80 percent of the Nation's electric cus
tomers, and there is nothing to indicate that 
all power facilities could not be financed in 
the free market. 

America has an ample supply of electric 
power, and our power-producing capacity has 
always kept ahead of demand. The investor
owned power companies stand ready, willing, 
and able to meet all the future power needs 
of the Nation. 

Another answer we get from people who 
advocate Government power is this: "Gov-

. ernment needs money to carry on worthwhile 
projects like flood control and navigation. 
Producing electric power brings income to 
help cover the cost of these activities." 

That sounds logical, but it just is not so. 
· Government could gain greater income if it 
sold its falling water to taxpaying, investor
owned companies. By doing this, Govern
ment would make an immediate saving o! 
the large investment needed to build power
produoing facilities. 

Moreover, the taxes it could collect from 
the investor-owned company licensed to pro
vide the power facilities, and the payments 
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the company would make for the use of the 
falling water, would provide more income 
than could be gained by selling power di
rectly. Thus, Government--and the Amer
ican taxpayer-would gain three ways. 

We sometimes hear that Government power 
serves as a yardstick to measure the opera
tions of investor-owned companies. But the 
fact is that the whole difference in price be
tween a Government power agency and in
vestor-owned power can be traced to subsi
dies in taxes and in the cost of money. 

Let me illustrate this, based on analyses of 
Government power operations we have made. 
In one study we analyzed 23 large generating 
and transmission cooperatives financed by 
the Rural Electrification Administration. 
These cooperatives borrow money from the 
REA at 2 percent interest and are excused 
from paying Federal income taxes, and some 
other taxes as well. We found that if these 
cooperatives were required to pay the true 
cost of money and to pay taxes on the same 
basis as investor-owned companies, they 
would have to raise their rates about 40 per
cent in order to break even. 
RATES OF PUBLIC-OWNED FACILttiES ARE FALSE 

YARDSTICK 

We analyzed the Bonneville Power Admin
istration, a large Government power agency 
in the northwestern part of the country, and 
fo;und that if it paid the market cost of 
money and taxes equivalent to those of in
vestor-owned companies its rates would need 
to be raised 221 percent to cover its costs. 

We studied the Tennessee Valley Author
ity, the largest Government-owned and fi
nanced power system in the country. TVA 
is Often praised by advocates of Government 
power for its efficiency. But we found thatt 
if TVA and its distributors were required 
to pay the market cost of money, and had to 
pay taxes equivalent to those paid by in
vestor-owned companies, rates would need 
to be raised 56 percent. When so raised, 
TV A's rates are no lower than the rates of 
taxpaying, investor-owned companies oper
ating under similar conditions. 

In short, there is nothing about Govern
ment that makes men who work there more 
efficient than men who work in business. 

More important, we must remember that 
the cost of capital for providing electric pow
er facilities is ultimately the same, whether 
the facilities are provided through the free 
market or by Government. With equality 
of taxes, there is nothing that makes Gov
ernment power cheaper than power produced 
by investor-owned companies. It is simply 
a device for selling energy below cost to 20 
percent of the American people at the ex
pense of the other 80 percent. 

Government power does not pay its way. 
At a time when the Federal budget is fore
casting a deficit of $5 billion, the American 
people should understand that Government 
saves money when power is financed in the 
market and that Government gains income 
when it can tax power facilities financed in 
the free market. 

Government power operaltions should be 
brought under the jurisdiction of independ
ent regulatory bodies for the establishment 
of rates that will earn a fair return based 
on the market price of money and proper 
tax payments. Of course, where there are· 
multiple functions at a Government project, 
only the power operations should come under 
regulation. When this is done, it should be 
possible to refinance the power projects in 
the free market and bring an end to discrim
ination among power supply systeins and 
their customers. 

This is the approach a free society should 
take, and it can be done any time the Amer
ican people decide to do it. 

Dean MANION. Thank you, Mr. Edwin Ven
nard, for this informative directive in the 
fight to save our private enterprise system. 

Taxes of investor-oumed electric utility 
companies, 1936-61 
[In millions of dollars] 

Electric Total Federal State and 
Year operating taxes taxes local 

revenue taxes 
---------

196L. __ _____ _ 10, 257 2,441 1,379 i , 062 1960 _____ _____ 9,697 2,322 1,332 990 1959 ___ __ _____ 9,144 2,192 1, 271 921 1958 ________ __ 8, 478 1, 980 1,149 831 1957__ ____ __ __ 8,054 1,858 1,108 750 1956__ ______ __ 7, 521 1, 766 1, 081 685 1955 _____ _____ 6, 934 1, 641 1,015 626 1954 ____ _____ _ 6, 317 1, 442 875 567 
1953 ________ __ 5,940 1, 339 824 515 1952 ____ ____ __ 5, 426 1, 224 753 471 1951__ ________ 5,005 1,150 719 431 1946 ____ ___ ___ 3,127 644 378 266 
1936__ __ ___ ___ 1, 911 281 (I) (I) 

I Not available. 

NOTE.-These tax figures apply only to investor
owned companies, serving 79 percent of the country's 
consumers. Governmental power projects pay no 
Federal income taxes and in many cases no State or local 
taxes. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, in the 
tract which I have just inserted in the 
REcORD Mr. Vennard would have us be
lieve that the electric companies were 
digging all that tax money. However, 
in his book, "The Electric Power Busi
ness," written in a more candid moment 
in 1962, Mr. Vennard said: 

It is the customer who pays these taxes. 
The company in effect merely acts as tax 
collector for the Government. 

Vennard's charge about the Socialist 
planners against the lOU's is similar to 
the charge made 15 years ago by the late 
John T. Flynn in his book, "The Road 
Ahead," which was condensed by Read
er's Digest and mailed out by the bushel 
by the Foundation for Economic Edu
cation and America's Future, both lib
erally financed by electric power com
panies. By using this Red scare tactic, 
then and now, the industry has kept 
public and congressional attention di
verted from its exorbitant profits and its 
leaders' secret rakeo:ffs. 

Mr. President, Texas IOU officials, just 
as their counterparts in many other 
States, serve on a variety of organiza
tions with aims similar to those of the 
Southern States Industrial Council and 
Manion Forum. Director Clifford B. 
Jones, of Southwestern Public Service, 
appears as a director of For America. 
Director H. Frederick Hagemann, Jr .• of 
Southwestern Public Service, serves as a 
trustee of the Foundation for Economic 
Education, publisher of the Freeman 
magazine and long a favorite charity of 

many lOU's. President W. w. Lynch of 
Texas Power & Light, Director Robert H. 
Stewart III, of Dallas Power & Light, and 
Director J. E. Jonsson, of Dallas Power 
& Light, serve on the advisory board of 
Dallas Freedom Forum, which sponsors 
rightwing speeches in that city. Presi
dent Lynch of Texas Power & Light 
helped set up the original Freedom 
Forum, directed by Dr. Fred Schwarz, 
president of Christian Anti-Communism 
Crusade, by providing the forum with of
fice space in the Fidelity Union Tower 
Building. Possibly Mr. Lynch's reports 
on his use of the restricted stock option, 
so long delayed, got mixed up with Dr. 
Schwarz' mail. 

Texas Power & Light is one of the 
lOU's which shows the film, "Commu
nism on the Map," produced at one of 
the Nation's largest manufacturers of 
Bircher visual aids, Harding College, 
Searcy, Ark. Many lOU's contribute 
regularly to Harding College-Houston 
Lighting & Power, for example, has sent 
it $1,000 annually since 1955. The 
Harding College line-in its visual aids 
and weekly free column to thousands of 
newspapers, written by Dr. George Ben
son, the college president, follows the 
usual pattern which attracts power com
pany donations. The rich should be 
taxed less, and the poor more and-Ben
son wrote in a recent column: 

Any American who loves freedom and is 
willing to work, work, work to protect it 
can find intelligent direction and companion
ship in a John Birch Society group. 

All three affiliates of Texas Utilities
Dallas Power & Light, Texas Electric 
Service, and Texas Power & Light--con
tributed $200 each during the 1961-62 
year to the Intercollegiate Society of In
dividualists. This society was founded 
by Frank Chodorov, author of the book, 
''The Income Tax-Root of All Evil." 
His writings reveal a similar distaste for 
public education. 

It is impossible to determine the extent 
to which the money of Texas electric 
consumers is diverted, by utility officials, 
into organizations such as those I have 
mentioned briefly. This is because key 
Texas utilities-as well as some in other 
States-disregard the reasonable, if in
sufficient, reporting requirements of the 
Federal Power Commission. 

Instead of reporting to whom they 
donate, the companies simply report in 
the following manner, as taken from the 
companies' form 1 reports to the Federal 
Power Commission: 

Company 1963 1962 1961 

Dallas Power & Light: Account 930, "Donations"----- --- ------------- $351,743.53 $270,515.59 
Texas Power & Light: · 

Account 426, "Donations"- --------------- -- ------ ---- - --- ------- - - 78,907.79 138,747.13 
Account 930, "Other expenses"_---- ---- - ---- ---------- - --- --- - - -- - 474, 126.00 432,008.00 

Texas Electric Service: 
Account 426, "Donations"- ------ ------------------ ------ -- - - --- --- 248,528. 09 183,031.19 
Account 930, "General business and civic activities"-- -- -------- --- 203,172. 67 248,356.17 

Southwestern Public Service: 
Account 426, "Donations"_ ---- -- -- --- - - -- ---- --- ------- --- -------- 15, 102.95 36,787. 09 
Account 930, "Miscellaneous donations"---- ------ ---- -------- ---- - 73,959.67 64,883.93 

$230, 839. 56 

73,861.56 
292,978.00 

94,023.52 
194,455.83 

41,410.15 
51,102.67 

Items entered in account No. 930 are 
generally considered as a cost of busi
ness, chargeable to the consumer. Items 
entered in account No. 426 are generally 
not allowed as a business expense. But 
this might not hold true in Texas, where 

some utilities consider themselves beyond 
the pale of regulation by Federal author
ity. and there is no State authority. 

The absurd, advertised statement of 
Texas Power & Light that it is a "regu
lated" company-reiterated by T .P. & L. 
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President Lynch when he was president 
of Edison Electric Institute-was com
pletely answered by one of the company's 
former engineers, Lewis B. Walker. In 
a letter last year to the Austin American, 
Walker wrote: 

First, it is absolutely false that there is 
any regulation of any character of these 
Texas companies, at the national level. Rates 
charged in Texas are not subject to review 
by the Federal Power Commission or by any 
other agency of the Federal Government. 

Second, there is no State utility commis
sion in Texas to regulate rates charged by 
the electric ut111ties. 

Second, there is no State utility com
mission in Texas to regulate rates charge 
·by the electric utilities. 

Third-

Said Walker-
there is an archaic State law which gives 
to municipalities the right to regulate all 
public ut111ty rates charged to consumers 
within their corporate limits. (But) no city 
can feasibly attempt to regulate rates charged 
by a privately owned electric utility in Texas, 
and none has tried it for a long time. When 
they did try it some years ago, they were 
unsuccessful in making a case that would 
stand up in court. 
"FAT CATS" WOULD CUT OFF MILK FOR THE 

HUNGRY 

Mr. President, there is something 
wrong with an industry which provides 
its leaders with substantial, secret wind
falls over and above the increasing prof
its which result from lax regulation, 
insufficient competition, technology, and 
a monoply on a necessity for which de
mand is unparalleled. 

There is something wrong with the 
largest industry in this country when its 
key officials-with salaries three times 
those of the Cabinet officers-plus access 
to restricted stock options-flock to the 
leadership of organizations which put 
the Red smear on humanitarian organi
zations and, in fact, virtually everyone 
but themselves. 

Consider, for example, the relation
ship between the lOU's and the South
ern States Industrial Council. Three 
high utility officials serve as vice presi
dents of the council. Four high utility 
officials serve as directors of the council. 
Four of the seven companies represented 
utilities which utilize the stock option 
gimmick. Utility executives give their 
names, time, and money to this organi
zation which helps lead the hate cam
paign against UNICEF, accusing the 
country's Presidents, churches, Sunday 
school children, and entertainers of co
operating with "a powerful propaganda 
agency for the worldwide Communist 
conspiracy.'' 

Millions of children the world over 
have received milk and other supple
mental food from UNICEF. In its first 
15 years more than 148 million children 
and young adults were vaccinated 
against tuberculosis in programs aided 
by UNICEF. More than 17 million 
mothers and children were cured of 
yaws, a disease of tropical sores. Al
most 10 million victims of trachoma and 
acute conjunctivitis were saved from 
possible blindness. About 700,000 per
sons were treated for leprosy, 30 mill1on 
protected from malaria. 

UNICEF and its volunteer workers in 
this country and abroad have a proud 
record in relieving human misery. But 
the fat cats of the lOU's materially aid 
in the insidious campaign to cut off the 
milk, the vaccines, the nurses and doc
tors. 

Perhaps some of the church leaders 
who wonder where the opposition to 
UNICEF comes from could use as their 
text the headlines and axioms which ap
pear in some of the Texas power compa
nies' institutional advertisements: "Hu
man life-Gift of God or pawn of man?" 
"Are honor and integrity 'out of date'?" 
"Work for equal opportunity and justice 
for all men." 

THE CLOUDS OF WAR 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, in 

the Miami Herald of Sunday, May 31, 
appears an article by John S. Knight, 
publisher of one of our Nation's most out
standing newspapers. 

Mr. Knight, in this provocative column, 
deals with the somber and perilous sit
uation in southeast Asia. Published over 
the Memorial Day weekend-a time 
when we pay tribute to our war dead 
who gave their lives to preserve our Re
public-Mr. Knight's remarks give added 
meaning and insight into the predica
ment we now find ourselves in 8,000 miles 
from our shores. 

This article is deserving of the most 
thoughtful consideration of all Ameri
cans and I, therefore, ask that unanimous 
consent be given for its insertion in the 
CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AND NOW, A WAR FOR THE MUDDLEHEADS?

THE CLOUDS OF WAR 

Even as we pay tribute to the memories of 
those who gave their lives on many battle
fields to preserve this Republic, our Nation 
is once again perilously poised upon the 
brink of war. 

In the past, our sons have fought to keep 
the Union intact, to save the world for 
democracy to repulse power-drunk Hitler. 

The war in prospect wm inspire few pa
triotic slogans and cause no bands to pJay. 
The conflict turns upon no precious prin
ciple nor code of ideals. 

If it comes, our participation must be 
credited to muddleheaded diplomacy which 
has involved this country in the pursuit of 
unlimited and unattainable objectives. 

"Within a matter of days," writes Edwin 
A. Lahey, chief of the Knight newspapers 
Washington Bureau, "President Johnson will 
be forced into a decision to send U.S. troops 
across South Vietnam into Laos, in a belated 
effort to preserve or restore a neutralist gov
ernment set up by international agreement 
2 years ago." 

If Lahey is right, this could mean direct 
confrontation with Communist China and 
its countless millions. "Uncle Sam wm be 
standing there," says Lahey, -"with a chip on 
his shoulder." 

In such an event, the question of whether 
our ames in the Southeast Asia Treaty Or
ganization will be standing with us is left 
to your imagination. 

HOW IT ALL BEGAN 

Our involvement in southeast Asia began 
in 1946 when France reasserted her claim 
over her former colonies in Indochina. 

The Vletminh, who had organized the 
peasants in fighting the Japanese, were at 

the same time seeking independence from 
the French. 

Fruitless negotiations finally led to war 
and the United States sided with France, our 
long-time ally. Through 1953, our aid to 
France in Indochina averaged $500 million 
annually. In 1954, it was $885 million. 

Despite this assistance from the United 
States, the French lost the war in 1954 to 
the Vietminh guerrillas who by that time 
were being supported by the Chinese Com
munists. 

With the signing in the same year of a 
cease-fire accord at Geneva, the Communists 
took control of Northern Vietnam. The 89 
provinces south of the 17th parallel com
prise what is now South Vietnam. 

Laos and Cambodia, once under French 
control, are independent states. In Laos, 
continuing pressures from the Communists 
led to its neutralization two years ago under 
a government headed by Prime Minister 
Souvanna Phouma. 

It is this area's neutrality which is now 
being violated by the Communist forces. 

It is in this politically unstable area where 
the United States is now considering unilat
eral m111tary action in a major display of 
force to show the Communists we mean 
business. 

If President Johnson makes the fateful 
decision to occupy Laos, we risk another 
Korean-type war with the Chinese Com
munists. 

NO BACKING DOWN 

According to Columnist WilliamS. White, 
who once wrote: "I have intimately known 
Lyndon Johnson as I have never known any 
other public or private man," the President 
has committed the United States, with full 
awareness of all possible implications to do 
whatever may be necessary to help the south
east Asians resist Communist assault as long 
as they continue to ask our help. 

Mr. White goes on to say that the Presi
dent "did not undertake this pledge lightly. 
He will never withdraw it, election or no 
election, just as he will not withdraw the 
15,000 American troops who now stand just 
back of the fighting line in South Vietnam. 
Of all this, those who have seen him of 
late have no doubt." 

In stating thrat it is the Asian Communists 
who have repeatedly broken their promises 
for peace in both South Vietnam and Laos, 
Columnist White says they are totally wrong 
in believing that American administrations 
will never go all the way in an election year. 

Mr. White explains that this assumption 
"wholly misreads the President's character, 
one facet of which is the conviction that 
the worst sin of any leader is to fail to lead 
in crisis." 

He adds that the prospect of an American 
election this fall "will not in the smallest 
way deter this Government from doing what
ever it may be necessary to do out there." 

These are strong words. But William S. 
White, as one of Lyndon Johnson's closest 
friends, certainly must know what he is 
talking about. 

The United States is headed for military 
intervention in Laos unless the Communists 
back down. 

AND NO "FRIENDS', 

The appalling fact of this crisis is that 
neither SEATO nor the United Nat;ions is 
making any contributions to its resolution. 

SEATO was formed in 1954 as a collective 
defense pact under the aegis of the late 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles. Its 
members are the United States, Britain, 
France, Australia, New Zealand, the Ph111p
pines, Pakistan and Thailand. Yet the 
United States has carried the entire burden 
of helping South Vietnam hold oft' the Com
munists. 

And when Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson 
called upon the United Nations !or a "border 
control force" to patrol the frontier between 
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South Vietnam and Cambodia, he was 
spurned by U.N. Secretary General U Thant. 

In attempting to explain his position at a 
recent press conference, U Thant said the 
United Nations was like a growing child 
which could accept a 10-pound burden but 
not one of 200 pounds. 

Mr. Stevenson replied that he confessed 
to some bewilderment. "A situation threat
ening peace and security is brought to the 
U.N. with an urgent plea for help," said 
Stevenson, "and then it is argued that the 
solution lies outside the United Nations." 

So it appears that if President Johnson in
tends to do "whatever may be necessary to 
save southeast Asia," the United States will 
stand alone, unaided by friends or allies. 

THE TRAGIC QUESTION 

Our late President once told me that we 
were overcommitted in southeast Asia and 
he could envisage no easy solution. 

This was John F. Kennedy's quiet way of 
saying-without blaming his predecessor
that he had inherited a frightfully difficult 
problem which was causing him deep dis
tress. 

The fact is, however, that the United 
States need not have been drawn into the 
southeast Asia power struggle. But when 
John Foster Dulles was the architect of our 
foreign policy, it was the popular though 
mistaken view that the United States was 
somewhat responsible for "defeating com
munism everywhere." 

The late Mr. Dulles sought to shore up 
the free world with a series of collective 
defense pacts. 

But our allies-particularly the French and 
the British--chickened out in South Viet
nam and have actually aided the Commu
nist cause in Cuba. 

As we look with reverence upon the graves 
of our hero dead and contemplate their sac
rifices, what an appalllng thought it is that 
more of our youth may soon be joining 
them in eternal rest. 

And-one may ask-why and for what? 
JOHN S. KNIGHT. 

THE 46TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
INDEPENDENCE OF ARMENIA 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, May 
28 marked the 46th anniversary of the 
independence of Armenia. It was with 
great hope and elation that, after five 
centuries of foreign rule, the independent 
Republic of Armenia was declared and an 
ancient Christian nation was reborn. 

Although this long-awaited and richly 
deserved freedom was cut tragically 
short, the Armenian people courageously 
hail their 2 brief years of independence 
in this century and carry on in their 
hearts the will to be free again. It is in 
great tribute to these brave people and 
to their patriotic ancestors that we ob
serve Armenian Independence Day here. 

When the Armenian people won their 
independence, they wanted only to live 
in peace with their neighbors. They en
visioned a nation of integrity, with re
spect for individual rights flourishing 
under democratic institutions. These 
expectations were as right in 1918 as 
they are today. 

So, it is with great respect that we send 
our words of courage and hope to our 
Armenian friends. We assure our fellow 
Americans of Armenian descent; who are 
concerned about the fate of their an
cestral home, that we shall never relax 
in our efforts to secure freedom for every 

·man who strives toward this goal. As 
long as the desire for freedom and inde-

pendence burns in the hearts of the Ar
menian people, it shall burn in the hearts 
of every American. 

THE NEW HAVEN RAILROAD AND 
MERGER PLANS 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
commuters using the New Haven Rail
road received a rude rebuff yesterday 
from the New York Central and the 
Pennsylvania Railroads. These two giant 
companies, seeking ICC permission to 
merge into a still larger combine, gave 
the ICC three proposals for leaving the 
New Haven out of their proposed merger 
plans. Under each of the proposed 
merger plans, the New Haven is left out 
in the cold, and so are the New Haven's 
commuters. 

If there is to be any merger at all, it is 
vital that the New Haven passenger serv
ice be included. The New York Central 
and the Pennsylvania show a callous dis
regard of the public interest by ignoring 
this basic fact. Naturally, the sole con
cern of these two major carriers is to 
seek inclusion only of profitable routes, 
regardless of the needs of passengers. 
Fortunately, the ICC applies a higher 
standard-that of making sure the pub
lic interest is served. 

Any merger that failed to include the 
New Haven's passenger service would 
clearly not be in the public interest. I 
believe the ICC recognizes this; but 
should its decision on the merger appli
cation ignore this fact, I will initiate 
whatever legislative action may be nec
essary to block such a result. 

The New York Central and the Penn
sylvania must not be allowed to consoli
date their position in the New York met
ropolitan area without making provision 
for the needs of one of the largest groups 
of rail users in that area. The alterna
tives which the major carriers suggested 
yesterday are thoroughly unrealistic. 
They seek the benefits of merger, with
out the responsibility of service to com
muters. They must not be permitted "to 
have it both ways." 

DAY -CARE SERVICES FOR CHIL
DREN OF WORKING MOTHERS 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, on 

May 19, I inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD a radio script about the urgent 
need for day-care services for the 5 mil
lion young children of working moth
ers-almost half a million of whom are 
left to drift on their own, each day. This 
was one of the programs, entitled "Di
mension of a Woman's World," by the 
noted radio and television commentator, 
Betty Furness. 

Miss Furness has now followed up this 
program with another on the services for 
these children-and what they should 
be. I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the script 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DIMENSION OF A WOMAN'S WoRLD 

Day care for young children can be one of 
the most important services a community 
can offer. It can hold families together when 
a mother is ill-or troubled, or most often, 

has to work. (And today, millions of moth
ers with young children, do have to work.) 
Good day-care services can provide help for 
children with problems, emotional or physi
cal. It can bring out into the world, young 
children who because they are blind or 
handicapped might otherwise be absolutely 
housebound. 

Many communities have been reluctant to 
supply day-care services on the grounds that 
they are somehow a sweet but unnecessary 
charity-kind of like an organized babysit
ting club. But this is a very unrealistic point 
of view. 

We talked to people at the National Com
mittee for the Day Care of Children and they 
point out that year after year we spend 
money trying to rehabilitate children, who 
through neglect have gotten into trouble. 

In corny, old-fashioned language, they've 
simply had bad starts in life. 

Why, these experts demand, do we have to 
wait for a family to collapse before we move 
in to help them? How can we allow almost 
half a million children to wander around in 
neglect--for whatever reason? 

That day-care service is desperately needed 
all over the country, is indisputable; that it 
comes in many forms, however, is often not 
known. 

Most people are familiar with centers for 
preschool children, and we'll get back to 
these in a minute. But there are other 
kinds of day-care services. For instance, 
housekeepers are provided when parents are 
sick and simply can't take care of their chil
dren. Or sometimes when a mother has died 
and a father is left on his own with little 
children to cope with. 

In these cases, a really .good, trained per
son, can often hold a family together until 
the children grow older or the parents are 
.able to take over for themselves. 

Sometimes a family can afford to help pay 
for these services-sometimes they can't. 
But even if an agency has to assume the full 
cost of a housekeeper's salary for several 
years, it is still far cheaper than breaking up 
the family and sending the children to in
stitutions or foster homes. 

Cheaper in terms of money, and certainly 
cheaper in terms of people's lives. 

A similar service is provided by some agen
cies for children under three. These babies 
are simply too young to join a day-care 
group. They do not do well thrown in 
with a lot of other children, so instead they 
are often cared for in private homes on a 
daily basis. Their mothers bring them in 
the morning, pick them up at night, and are 
with them over the weekend. 

The day-care centers take care of the 3-
to 6-year-olds. 

And researching this subject we discovered 
that many people resist the idea of provid
ing these facilities because they are against 
women with young children going out to 
work. This is also unrealistic; because 
whether it is ideal or not, many of these peo
ple have no choice. They work because they 
have to. And this is where the communities' 
help is necessary. 

How do you build a day-care center? Well, 
in most towns the first step is convincing 
people that there is a need. And the Na
tional Committee for the Day Care of Chil
dren has all kinds of material designed to 
help you do just that. They'll provide you 
with sheafs of facts and figures, and the 
reasons why. 

They also sent us a book of standards 
drawn up by the Child Welfare League de
scribing precisely what good day-care service 
should include. It goes into everything: 
Food, staff, even lists necessary toys and play 
equipment. 

It is only some 8 pages long,· but it is are
markable handbook that copes with the me
chanics and philosophy of this business. 

"Day-care service," it says, "is designed to 
protect children by providing part-time care 
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and guidance, when their families are unable 
to meet their needs without some assistance 
from the community." 

The.n it goes on to say, "and to make it 
possible for children to have healthy and 
constructive experiences during the time 
they require such care." 

It seems to me this is a very small in vest
ment, when you consider that in 15 or 20 
years these children will be part of the new 
generation. 

FOREIGN POLICY-TRADE WITH 
RUSSIA, CUBA, RUMANIA, AND 
HUNGARY 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I 

wish to discuss a subject which I be
lieve to be of extreme importance both 
to the Senate, as a body, and to the en
tire country. 

Last November, shortly after the trag
ic death of President Kennedy, we in 
the Senate had before us, for debate 
and vote, Senate bill 2310, initiated by 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MuNDT] and which I had the privilege 
of cosponsoring. That bill was to pro
hibit any guarantee by the Export-Im
port Bank or any other agency of our 
Government of payment of obligations 
of Communist countries. 

All Senators who were present on that 
occasion will recall the discussion on the 
:floor and the agreement to have short 
hearings held before the Banking and 
Currency Committee, with a definite 
date set, by which the bill would be re
ported to the Senate. Not all Sena
tors had a chance to attend the hear
ings; and because of the short time in
terval, practically no one had a chance 
to review the hearings record. 

Shortly after the bill was reported to 
the Senate as the result of a divided vote 
in the committee, debate ensued; and 
with strong administration pressures, a 
motion to table Senator MuNDT's bill was 
agreed to by an extremely close vote. 

Mr. President, the motion to table was 
agreed to more as a memorial to the ob
jections of the late President Kennedy to 
Senator MuNDT's bill and as a reaffirma
tion of faith in President Johnson, rather 
than ·as a carefully considered and logical 
policy. The obvious dangers, I believe, 
were glossed over or were wholly ignored; 
but the results of those policies ate now 
coming home to roost. 

Let me give an example: Ever since 
our Government broke diplomatic rela
tions with Cuba, our cou.ntry has been 
engaged in .a national effort to impose 
on Cuba an economic quarantine; and 
our Government has also been doing its 
best to persuade our allies and other 
countries to refrain from trade with 
Cuba, so that Cuba's Communist govern
ment might be more readily deposed by 
the Cuban people. The need for this has 
been stated on this :floor again and again 
and again. I have made more than five 
speeches in which I outlined for the Sen
ate the continuing dangers to this hemi
sphere originating from this Communist 
base; and only 10 days ago I pointed out, 
here on the :floor of the Senate, that in
formation publicly available states that 
the Cubans are in possession of under
water missiles with a 1,200-nautical-mile 
range-missiles designated as the Golan 

II. These missiles, if in existence, have 
a range sufficient to enable their use to 
decimate the entire eastern half of the 
United States; and they are not subject 
to inspection or discovery by aerial sur
veillance, for they operate from the :floor 
of the ocean, and are movable by subma
rines or trawlers. We all know from 
news media of the operations of the Rus
sian trawler :fleet off Florida and the for
ays of the Russian submarines off of our 
coast. Keeping in mind our national 
policy of cutting off trade with Cuba-
and we have added to that the thought 
that we should try to prevent Cuba from 
exporting subversion, which obviously we 
have not succeeded in doing-what hap
pened when we rejected the bill intro
duced by the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. MUNDT] and agreed to sell 
wheat to Russia on a credit basis, sup
ported by the credit of the Export-Im
port Bank, the capital of which is derived 
from the U.S. taxpayers? 

The very first thing that happened was 
the diversion from Halifax of a ship 
loaded with Canadian wheat initially 
bound for the Soviet Union. Instead, it 
was sent to Cuba. This, in turn, was 
followed almost immediately by British 
agreements to sell buses to Cuba, thus 
increasing Cuban transportation capa
bilities; French agreements to sell trucks, 
bulldozers, and locomotives, thus in
creasing not only transportation facili
ties but general industrial strength; and 
Spain's agreement to sell fishing vessels 
to a host of other countries, including 
Portugal and Italy, negotiating to supply 
Communist Cuba with the necessary 
facets of a modern economy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an article from the Christian 
Science Monitor dated January 30, 1964, 
detailing some of the negotiations then 
going on between other countries and 
Cuba. Keep in mind that this was only 
some 60 days after we had originally 
denied the validity of the bill introduced 
by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MuNDT] and had embarked on the policy 
of trading with Russia. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CUBA ELUDES BoYCOTT 

(Trade between Cuba and the non-Com
munist world is continuing-and in some 
cases even increasing-despite U.S. efforts to 
prevent it. This is the principal finding of 
correspondents of the Christian Science Mon
itor in various countries asked to report on 
trade between Cuba and their areas. As the 
following dispatches indicate, most countries 
observe the American ban on strategic ex
ports to Cuba, but few discourage nonstra
tegic trade.) 

BRITAIN 

(By John Beaufort) 
Britain's position on Cuban trade is that 

the United Kingdom maintains the same 
peaceful diplomatic and commercial relations 
with the Castro regime as with previous Cu
ban Governments. 

Britain has, however, voluntarily applied 
to Cuba the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion Cocom list. (This list enumerates stra
tegic goods and materials which NATO coun
tries agree not to 'export to the Communist 
bloc.) 

These restrictions apart, Whitehall sees no 
m1litary, political, economic, or ideological 

reason for curbing normal trade with Cuba. 
London does not feel compelled to modify 
its commercial policies to meet Washington's 
apprehension that any trade strengthens 
Premier Fidel Castro's ability (a) to remain 
in power and (b) to export Castroism to 
Latin America. 

The British rather take the line expressed 
by Prime Minister Sir Alec Douglas-Home in 
his recent U.S. television interview that peo
ple become "less Communist when they are 
more comfortable." The Labor opposition 
agrees with the Conservative government on 
this line. 

FRANCE 

(By Harry B. Ellis) 
Three facts dominate the French Govern

ment's attitude toward trade with Cuba: 
1. France never has sold to Premier Cas

tro's Cuba on credit, only for cash. 
2. The Cuban Government recently opened 

in Paris a permanent trade mission and 
wants to buy French trucks, bulldozers, and 
other heavy equipment. Reportedly the Cu
bans are seeking $10 million worth of French 
credits to finance such deals. 

3. Businessmen in the hard-hit, heavy
equipment sector of the French economy 
would like to boost their exports-and so 
would the French Government. 

From this melange emerges the following: 
France, busy cultivating trade opportunities 
throughout the Communist world, has no 
moral objection to nonstrategic trade with 
Cuba. Deals will be consummated if Paris 
becomes convinced Cuba is a sound credit 
risk. 

This is apart from sales for cash, which 
will continue. In the first 6 months of 1963 
France sold Cuba $2,340,000 worth of goods 
and bought $1,500,000 worth in return. 

CANADA 

(By Bruce Hutchison) 
Apart from strategic goods Canada will sell 

anything to Cuba but it is not selling much. 
Last year's sales amounted to about $4 mil
lion, the smallest figure in modern times. 

All exports to Cuba are controlled by strict 
regulations that apply only to it and other 
Communist countries. 

The government's first "control list" in
cludes all forms of military armaments and 
their components. None of these things may 
be shipped to Cuba. 

A second list specifies gOOds produced in 
the United States and shlpped to Canada. 
None of them may be exported to Cuba. 

These regulations implement Canada's view 
that trade with Communist countries is gen
erally desirable provided it does not con
tribute to their strategic strength. 

NORTH AFRICA 

(By John K. Cooley) 
Ideology yields to necessity in North Africa 

where about 27 million people use sugar com
ing largely from Cuba as a basic fOOd and 
where governments are striving to escape 
from economic dependence on the former 
colonial power, France. 

Morocco, Algeria, and Tunisia are all buy
ing more raw Cuban sugar and selling to 
Cuba about half its value in phosphates, 
cement, pipe, canned sardines, grains, and 
cork products. 

Of the North African countries only So
cialist Algeria, which has the closest and 
friendliest relations with Havana, evokes 
ideology in what President Ben Bella has 
called "an economic policy conforming to our 
Socialist choice." 

Anti-Communist Morocco has agreed to 
purchase 1 millions tons of raw Cuban sugar 
by the end of 1965. The prices Cuba offered 
Morocco have been as much as 30 percent 
below those ruling on the world market. 

During the recent brief diplomatic rupture 
with Cuba, Moroccan officials expressed ap
prehension because no other major world 
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sugar source is presently available to this 
country. 

Cuba is second only to France as a cus
tomer for North African canned fish which is 
increasingly hard to sell in competitive Euro
pean markets. 

WEST GERMANY 

(By Ernest S. Pisko) 
Bonn's policy toward Fidel Castro's Cuba 

largely parallels that of the United States. 
The West German Federal Republic has no 

diplomatic relations with Cuba; nor has it a 
trade treaty with it. 

There is no ban on private trade with 
Communist countries--except for strategic 
goods--but according to available evidence, 
the total of West German exports to and 
imports from Cuba appears to be very small. 

According to a voluntary agreement be
tween the Bonn Government and the West 
German shipping lines, West German vessels 
will keep out of Cuban waters. The charter
ing of West German ships to sail under 
Cuban flags has been prohibited. 

ITALY 

(By Walter Lucas) 
The Italian Government has adopted no 

special policy regarding Italians trading with 
Cuba. In practice, mutual trade between 
Italy and Cuba is carried on freely on ordi
nary coil1Illercial lines. 

Permission for an export license from the 
government is only necessary on exports in
volving long-term credits in which normal 
banking finance is backed up by govern
ment insurance. In such cases an applica
tion for an export license would be approved 
on its merits. 

The decision is generally xnade on commer
cial, not political grounds. Since, however, 
the financial position in Cuba does not favor 
long-term credit operation, few licenses are 
given. 

In any case Italo-Cuban trade is small. In 
1962 it amounted to only $1.7 million both 
ways. This increased to $36 million both 
ways in the first 9 months of 1963. Almost 
the whole of this great increase was due to 
large purchases of sugar after the failure of 
the Italian sugar beet crop. 

A certain number of Italian ships on long
term charter contracts with the Soviet Union 
and Poland make regular trips to Cuba. 
Over these the Italian Government has no 
control. 

BELGIUM 

(By H. G. Franks) 
The Belgian Government has officially an

nounced it is opposed to any economic boy
cott of Cuba, will support full commercial 
freedom except for strategic goods, and stlll 
favors maximum possible trade relations with 
Cuba. 

Belgium's annual imports from Cuba have 
fallen from 264 million Belgian francs ($5,-
280,000) before the U.S. action to only 23 
million now, while exports have more than 
halved to under 200 million. But the For
eign Minister told the Belgian Parliament a 
short time ago that this decline was defi
nitely not resulting from political pressure 
on firms by the government, as such pres.: 
sure would be contrary to public freedom of 
action. 

NETHERLANDS 

(By H. G. Franks) 
The United States has not approached 

Holland directly to join in the economic 
stranglehold on Cuba, except to give the gen
eral warning that ships engaging in Cuban 
trade risk being blacklisted. 

Nevertheless, the comparatively small 
Dutch trade has been affected by the Cuban 
struggle. Imports, mainly tobacco, have 
dropped by two-thirds to 13 million guilders 
($4,691,000), although exports, mainly mar
garine and fats, have remained the same at 
29 m1llion guilders. But the Dutch Govern-

ment treats Cuban trade only as an academic 
problem not sufficiently important to justify 
any official pronouncement. 

SPAIN 

(By Richard Mowrer) 
Spain's attitude toward trading with Cuba 

is that Premier Castro's regime is commu
nistic and therefore reprehensible. But the 
real source of the Communist threat to the 
free world is Moscow, not Havana. Thus it is 
evading the issue to seek to impose an eco
nomic blockade on Cuba alone. 

A stepping up of trade between Cuba and 
Spain is expected in the coming months. 
Negotiations toward an agreement on the 
exchange of Cuban sugar for Spanish fishing 
vessels is far advanced. Under the proposed 
arrangement, Spain would receive between 
300,000 and 350,000 tons of Cuban sugar over 
the next 3 years ~ad in exchange build 
$50 million worth of fishing vessels--perhaps 
as many as 100--for the Castro regime. 

El Espafiol, a weekly published by the Min
istry of Information in -Madrid, says, "To be 
effective a blockade must be complete, but 
the blockade of Cuba decreed by Washington 
is not complete because the Communist 
countries are left out of it, and it is they 
who help Castro the most." 

It is also contended that the United States 
itself failed to set a blockade example by 
giving Premier Castro $65 million worth of 
medicines and food to ransom the Bay of 
Pigs prisoners and by hiring Cuban labor 
for the Guantanamo base, whose wages are 
converted into dollars for Cuba at the rate 
of $5 million annually. The feeling here is 
that neither Spanish trade nor the 40,000 
Spanish nationals living in Cuba should be 
penalized for the Bay of Pigs fiasco and the 
failure of the Cuba policy of the United 
States. 

Mr. DOMINICK. During the hear
ings before the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency there was a brief 
opportunity to hear from Prof. G. War
ren Nutter, chairman of the James 
Wilson Department of Economics at the 
University of Virginia, and a recognized 
expert on the Soviet economy. In his 
statement Dr. Nutter made some very 
important points, which unfortunately 
were overlooked by many Senators in 
the emotional catharsis surrounding the 
bill when we took it up for debate. Be
cause I believe it is so important, I 
should like to outline for the Senate as 
a whole and for the country some of the 
statements which Dr. Nutter made at 
the hearing. They appear on page 68 
of the hearing record. He said: 

As I understand it, the basic issue before 
this committee has to do with the advisabil
ity of making the credit insurance program 
of the Export-Import Bank available for 
underwriting private loans advanced to Com
munist countries to finance their purchases 
of products in this country. To place this 
issue in a concrete setting, it seeins reason
able to begin by examining the matter of our 
recent wheat sales to Communist countries 
and how such an underwriting of credit risk 
would affect them. As I understand it, the 
b111 under consideration arose out of circum
stances surrounding these transactions. I 
think it will be clear that the main line of 
argument would apply to any commodity 
other than wheat that might play a similar 
role in the future. 

Dr. Nutter then continued on page 69 
of the hearing record: 

The troubles being encountered by the 
Soviet leaders are of their own making, and 
they should find their own solutions. It is 
idle to believe that any assistance we offer 
wm be rewarded with gratitude. Kindness 

on our part will be taken merely as a sign 
of weakness, the action of a degenerate ad
versary contributing to his own destruction. 

The form our response should take is clear. 
If we decide that a one-shot sale of wheat to 
the Soviet Union would bring us any im
portant lasting benefit--which, incidentally, 
is not evident to me--then we should drive 
the hardest bargain possible in making the 
sale, preferably exacting polltical conces
sions. 

Dr. Nutter then said: 
In dealing with such a system-

And he was talking about the Soviet 
system-
we only harm ourselves in not charging the 
highest price possible. If we decide to sell 
wheat to the Russians, let us sell it on our 
own terins, on an ali-or-none basis. They 
are then free to take it or leave it, as other 
countries normally are in dealing with the 
Russians. 

Dr. Nutter continued: 
So much for the situation if it is simply 

a temporary emergency. Suppose, on the 
other hand, that Soviet imports of wheat are 
likely to be a regular event in the future. 

We have no solid ground for believing that 
the nature and objectives of Soviet commu
nism have changed in any significant degree 
in recent times. Only the probleins facing 
that system have changed, and with them 
the tactics followed. 

One Inight well wonder whether this cen
tral fact has not been forgotten by the ad
ministration. 

Continuing on page 70, in the same 
context, Dr. Nutter said: 

It is true that the public has been in
formed o.f two benefits to this country from 
this sale of grain. 

And I think these are extremely im
portantpoints, Mr. President: 

First, our surplus stocks of grain, accumu
lated as a result of the policy of subsidizing 
agricultural production through price sup
ports would be reduced. Second, the deficit 
in our current international balance of pay
ments would be reduced. 

These are the two points that we give 
as arguments in favor of the sale of the 
wheat; these are Dr. Nutter's comments 
on those points: 

It is important to point out that these 
benefits would accrue to us whether our gram 
is sold by us directly to Communist countries 
or indirectly through other countries. That 
is to say, there is no substance to the argu
ment that we should sell directly to the 
Communist countries because, if we don't 
they will simply buy the same commodities 
from some dealer, say, a German firm, who 
has bought them from us. If we sell the 
goods indirectly, so the argument goes, we 
merely let some other country, say, Germany, 
make a profit in acting as intermediary. 
Hence, the argument concludes, we should 
be willing to make some concessions to the 
Communist countries in order to make a di
rect sale. 

The entire argument is, of course, fal
lacious. 

Professor Nutter continued: 
Only if the sales are made on credit does 

the American balance of payments have no 
improvement for as long as the credit is 
outstanding. 

The moral is simple: If we decide to make 
wheat available directly or indirectly to Com
munist countries, we should sell it at the 
highest cash price we can get, regardless of 
who the immediate buyer is. Our best 
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chance of driving a hard bargain is to deal 
directly with the Communist countries on 
an an-or-none basis, provided we can control 
the volume of indirect sales. In any event, 
there is no sense whatsoever in setting favor
able terms just in order to make a direct sale. 

Granting special concessions to the Com
munist countries would indeed be sadly 
ironic. 

I believe .this is an extremely impor
tant point: 

We have given foreign aid to various coun
tries in order to inhibit the spread of com
munism. This foreign aid has helped to 
bring about a deficit in our current interna
tional balance of payments. We would then 
propose to correct that deficit by giving aid 
to Communist countries. 

I believe that is as clear an exposition 
of the fallacy of that argument as we 
have had. Dr. Nutter continues: 

We should also recognize that any financ
ing of wheat sales by extension of credit in 
dollars, no matter who extends the credit, has 
no effect in easing our deficit tn the current 
international balance of payments for as 
long as the credit is extended. This is an
other reason for doing nothing to encour
age credit financing of sales to Communist 
countries. 

He adds: 
Of course, everything I have said this 

morning would apply in greater or lesser 
degree to trade in any other commodities 
with Communist countries. 

It seems to me that that is such a plain 
statement of fact that it must have been 
overlooked by many Senators in the 
process of trying to determine what posi
tion they would take in relation to the 
bill <S. 2310) introduced by the distin
guished Senator. If we are to give 
credit, and we do not wish to help our 
position in respect to our deficit in the 
international balance of trade, it seems 
to me that is perfectly obvious. But 
there are other things which I think are 
equally important. 

In order to make sure that no one 
thinks that I have quoted the good pro
fessor out of context, I belie~e it would 
be helpful to have the statement in the 
RECORD. Therefore, I ask, unanimous 
consent to have printed at this point in 
the RECORD the statement made by the 
professor, which is contained on pages 
67 to 72 of the hearings before the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF G. WARREN NUTTER, CHAm

MAN, JAMES WILSON DEPARTMENT OF Eco
NOMICS, UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 

Dr. NUTTER. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mittee, it is an honor to appear before this 
committee to offer my opinions on the im
portant matters now being deliberated. So 
that the committee will not be misled, let me 
make it clear that my claim to competence 
in discussing the issues before you is a 
limited one. I am not an expert on inter
national trade and finance. And, although 
I have spent a number of years doing re
search on the Soviet economy, this work has 
been done in an academic environment, 
which means that I normally consider my
self fortunate if I have managed to catch up 
with happenings of 5 years ago. I have tried 
in recent months to become better ac
quainted with the current economic situa
tion in Communist countries, but I would 

not claim expert knowledge. What I have to 
say this morning derives, therefore, more 
from my broad views on the trend of events 
over the last decade than from detailed 
knowledge of present conditions. 

As I understand it, the basic issue before 
this committee has to do with the advis
ability of making the credit insurance pro
gram of the Export-Import Bank available 
for underwriting private loans advanced to 
Communist countries to finance their pur
chases of products in this country. To place 
this issue in a concrete setting, it seems 
reasonable to begin by examining the matter 
of our recent wheat sales to Communist 
countries and how such an underwriting of 
credit risk would affect them. As I under
stand it, the bill under consideration arose 
out of circumstances surrounding these 
transactions. I think it will be clear that 
the main line of argument would apply to 
any commodity other than wheat that might 
play a similar role in the future. 

The Soviet Union, as we all know, has 
historically been an exporter of wheat, not 
an importer. This has been the case despite 
the generally poor record of growth in agri
culture, because Soviet authorities have pre
ferred other products over food. Over the 4 
years, 1958-61, Soviet exports of wheat 
amounted to more than a tenth of the har
vested crop, but annual exports declined 
from about 7 million metric tons in 1958 
and 6 mlllion metric tons in 1959 to 4.8 mil
lion metric tons in 1961. Although I do not 
have the figures at hand, I should imagine 
that exports were even lower in 1962. Even 
exports of this level have hung precariously 
on successful production in substantial vol
ume from the virgin lands in south-central 
Asia, plowed up and put to seed over the 
last decade. 

This year there was a serious crop failure 
of a magnitude yet to be accurately deter
mined, but apparently primarily in the virgin 
lands region. As a result, the Soviet Union 
has already agreed to purchase about 6.5 
million metric tons from Canada and is 
negotiating with firms in this country for 
perhaps 4 million metric tons. European 
satellites are apparently negotiating for an 
additional 2 .5 million metric tons. How 
much of this sum is destined for internal 
consumption in the Soviet Union and how 
much for fulfillment of export obligations, 
including those to its European satellites, is 
still in doubt. But the fact remains that the 
Soviet purchases alone amount to around a 
fifth of the Soviet crop of the last few years, 
and this suggests that the crop failure was 
quite substantial. 

As we deliberate over how we should act 
in the situation that has developed, the first 
question we should face is whether Soviet 
imports of wheat are likely to be only tem
porary or whether they are li'kely to become 
a normal occurrence over the indefinite 
future. 

If the situation is temporary-if the crop 
failure this year has been caused by extraor
dinary events not likely to recur-then we 
should view the wheat shortage as just an
other factor causing severe economic diffi
culties at the moment in the Soviet Union. 
These difficulties have resulted from the 
concurrence of several developments: a nor
mal slowing down in the economic growth 
rate, the inefficiency of the organizational 
system in dealing with an increasingly com
plex economy, and the heavy burden of the 
military-space program. 

If this is the situation, how should we 
respond to it? The troubles being encoun
tered by the Soviet leaders are of their own 
making, and they should find their own so
lutions. It is idle to believe that any assist
ance we offer will be rewarded with grati
tude. Kindness on our part will be taken 
merely as a sign of weakness, the action of 
a degenerate adversary contributing to his 
own destruction. 

ThA form our response should take is clear, 
If we decide that a one-shot sale of wheat 
to the Soviet Union would bring us any im
portant lasting benefit-which, incidentally, 
is not evident to me-then we should drive 
the hardest bargain possible in making the 
sale, preferably exacting political concessions. 
We should lay here the utter hyprocrisy in 
the indignant protests of Khrushchev against 
"discriminatory pricing." It is in the very 
nature of the Soviet system to exploit each 
trading partner as much as possible. Uni
form, nondiscriminatory prices play no role 
in Soviet trade except for the relatively small 
purchases from the United States and a few 
other countries. The great bulk of trade is 
conducted on a bilateral, discriminatory 
basts. In dealing with such a system, we 
only harm ourselves in not charging the 
highest price possible. If we decide to sell 
wheat to the Russians, let us sell it on our 
own terms, on an ali-or-none basis. They 
are then free to take it or leave it, as other 
countries normally are in dealing with the 
Russians. 

So much for the situation if it is simply 
a temporary emergency. Suppose, on the 
other hand, that Soviet imports of wheat 
are likely to be a regular event in the future. 
This is by no means out of the question, for 
there is a real possibility that the virgin 
lands have been turned into an unproduc
tive dust bowl for some time to come. How, 
then, should our attitude differ? In this 
case we might well be more lenient in the 
terms of sale that we exacted at the moment 
only on the condition, however, that a deft~ 
nite commitment were made for continuing 
purchases over a reasonably long period of 
time. Before reaching a decision on what 
to do in this case, we should need to re
examine our entire trading policy toward 
the Soviet bloc, and let our decision on the 
sale of wheat derive from that general 
decision. 

In neither case should we rush into agree
ments, and our actions should be guided 
solely by cold considerations of what is in 
our best interest. We have no solid ground 
for believing that the nature and objectives 
of Soviet communism have changed in any 
significant degree in recent times. Only the 
problems facing that system have changed 
and with them the tactics followed. ' 

One might well wonder whether this cen
tral fact has not been forgotten by the ad
ministration. The administration has rushed 
into an agreement on the sale of wheat. It 
has seemingly leaned over backward to make 
sure the terms were not too harsh. It has 
responded to every objection raised by the 
Soviet leaders against proposed terms by 
denying that we were imposing conditions 
in any way different from those imposed on 
others. It has essentially put on kid gloves 
to make sure that it treated Soviet negotia
tors with special tenderness, for fear that the 
sale otherwise might not go through. In 
brief, an outsider would be justified in con
cluding that, for some reason unknown to 
him, the primary beneficiary of this transac
tion is supposed to be the United States. 

I speak, of course, as an outsider, unaware 
of the host of factors being weighed by the 
administration in negotiating this commer
cial transaction with Communist countries. 
Perhaps there are impell1ng reasons why the 
administration is anxious to conclude an 
agreement with the Soviet Union and its 
satellites on terms less favorable than could 
be achieved through tougher and more pro
tracted bargaining. But those reasons re
main unexplained and therefore beyond the 
realm of discussion. 

It is true that the public has been informed 
of two benefits to this country from this sale 
of grain. First, our surplus stocks of grain, 
accumulated . as a result of the policy of 
subsidizing agricultural production through 
price supports would be reduced. Second, 
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the deficit in our current international bal
ance of payments would be reduced. 

It is important to point out that these 
benefits would accrue to us whether our 
grain is sold by us directly to Communist 
countries or indirectly through other coun
tries. That is to say, there is no substance to 
the argument that we should sell directly to 
the Communist countries, because, if we 
don't, they will simply buy the same com
modities from some dealer, say, a German 
firm, who has bought them from us. If we 
sell the goods indirectly, so the argument 
goes, we merely let some other country, say, 
Germany, make a profit in acting as interme
diary. Hence, the argument concludes, we 
should be willing to make some concessions 
to the Communist countries in order to make 
a direct sale. 

The entire argument is, of course, falla
cious. The only matters of importance are 
whether we sell the wheat in the first place, 
and how much we get for it in the second 
place. It does not matter who buys the 
wheat so far as the central issue here is con
cerned, as long as no additional goods are 
imported into this country or no credit is ex
tended by our citizens in connection with the 
sale. 

If we can sell to a German firm at an ac
ceptable price, it would be folly to sell direct
ly to the Communist country of ultimate des
tination at a reduced price just to make a 
direct sale. On this score, it also makes no 
difference whether the payment is in gold or 
convertible currency. The effect on sales of 
surplus stocks and on the balance of pay
ments is identical in both cases. Only if the 
sales are made on credit does the American 
balance of payments have no improvement 
for as long as the credit is outstanding. 

The moral is simple: If we decide to make 
wheat available directly or indirectly to Com
munist countries, we should sell it at the 
highest cash price we can get, regardless of 
who the immediate buyer is. Our best 
chance of driving a hard bargain is to deal 
directly with the Communist countries on an 
aU-or-none basis, provided we can control 
the volume of indirect sales. In any event, 
there is no sense whatsoever in setting favor
able terms just in order to make a direct 
sale. 

Granting special concessions to the Com
munist countries would indeed be sadly 
ironic. We have given foreign aid to 
various countries in order to inhibit the 
spread of communism. This foreign aid has 
helped to bring about a deficit in our cur
rent international balance of payments. We 
would then propose to correct that deficit by 
giving aid to Communist countries. 

This brings me to the question before the 
committee this morning. The primary effect 
of governmental underwriting, through the 
Export-Import Bank, of credit risks incurred 
by private lenders to Communist countries 
is to reduce the cost of credit to those coun
tries. There is no reason for us to reduce the 
cost of credit to Communist countries unless 
we wish, as a general and longrun policy, 
to encourage expansion of our trade with 
them. If we are to embark on this course, 
we should do so only after careful considera
tion of its full consequences. As far as I 
can see, nobody in authority has argued that 
the present negotiations of wheat sales is 
the first step in a general program of trade 
expansion with Communist countries. 

The question of underwriting aside, we 
should also recognize that any financing of 
wheat sales by extension of credit in dollars, 
no matter who extends the credit, has no 
effect in easing our deficit in the current 
international balance of payments for as long 
as the credit is extended. This is another 
reason for doing nothing to encourage credit 
financing of sales to Communist countries. 

Of course, everything I have said this 
morning would apply in greater or lesser 

degree to trade in any other commodities 
with Communist countries. 

The issue of governmental underwriting 
of credit risks involving Communist coun
tries is likely to arise from time to time in 
the future as transactions involving other 
commodities come under consideration. In 
the absence of a broad decision by Congress 
to encourage expansion of trade with Com
munist countries, it would therefore seem 
prudent to enact into law the bill now before 
this committee. 

I thank you for the courtesy of your 
attention. 

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Nutter, you have given 
us an interesting statement. I want to ask 
one question. 

When I was a boy I used to hear about 
black bread in czarist Russia; that was rye 
bread, wasn't it? 

Dr. NUTrER. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. And you can produce twice 

or three times as many bushels of rye out of 
the same ground as you can wheat, and rye is 
cheaper. They ate cheap bread and ex
ported the wheat. 

Let's check the figures. I understand we 
have in the Commodity Credit Corporation 
1,200 million bushels of wheat. And the 
Russians say they would like to buy 140 
million bushels. If so, they want to buy 
about 12 percent of our surplus. Are those 
figures in accordance with yours? 

Dr. NUTrER. I believe so, expressed in terms 
of tons. 

The CHAIRMAN. They were given to me as 
substantially correct. It is your contention 
then, that if they should be suffering from a 
shortage due to drought, on a one-shot sale 
we will get rid of only 12 percent of our sur
plus, which won't solve that problem, and 
we will have violated our previous trade 
policy, and as Cicero might say, cui bono. Is 
that your position? 

Dr. NUTrER. That is essentially my position, 
any change we make in the conditions of 
sale at this point involves a decision on our 
longrun trade policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. So your contention is, if it 
is going to be a one-shot sale, how about 
taking the troops out of Cuba as a condition, 
how about tearing down the wall in Berlin, 
how about easing up on competition in mili
tary respects? You think we are not ne
gotiating hard enough if this is going to be 
a one-shot deal? 

Dr. NUTrER. That is my opinion, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Any questions? 
(No response.) 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. 
Now, I am going to ask the distinguished 

Senator from New York if he won't present 
and perhaps endorse the next witness from 
his home State. 

Senator JAvrrs. If the witness will come 
forward, Mr. Chairman, I will be happy to 
present him, though not endorse his state
ment. I don't think my position coincides 
with the witness. 

The CHAIRMAN. I was just throwing that 
out as a possibility. Dr. Gerald Steibel. He is 
foreign policy director of the American Re
search Institute. I know you want to com
mend the research. 

Senator JAVITS. That is a very distin
guished organization in New York headed by 
Leo Cherne and Carl Hubbard. 

The CHAIRMAN. All right, you may proceed. 
Senator JAVITS. I know them both very 

well, Mr. Chairman, and I am very glad to 
introduce the witness to the committee. 

Mr. STEIBEL. This is a challenge, Senator, 
to see whether I can convert you. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, every 
time we have protested to our friends 
and allies about trading with Cuba, 
we have been answered with the ir
refutable logic, ''Why should we cut off 
trade with a satellite of Russia-Cuba-

when you are trading directly with Rus
sia?" 

As a side issue, I suggest that to trade 
with Russia has enabled it to shift its 
concentration from its own internal eco
nomic problems and has freed it even 
more to arm and supply its own satellites. 

In December 1963, I received a report 
from Cuba which reads, as follows-and 
I think this may be of interest to the 
entire Senate: 

Elias Rivero Bello, a communications chief 
for Cuba's state-controlled merchant traffic, 
Lineas Mambises, states that Red Chinese 
commercial trade with Cuba is on the rise 
with Russian shipping diverted to military 
cargoes. Although Red China has only two 
ships in direct trade with Cuba, its prod
ucts are reaching Havana in ships of British 
registry manned by crews from Hong Kong. 
The two Red Chinese ships are Shien Foon 
and Ho Fun. The British-chartered ships 
most often plying the China-Cuba route are 
identified by Rivero Bello as the Macao, East 
Breeze, West Breeze, and the Suva Breeze. 
Rivero Bello was in charge of the teleprint
ers which handled clearance messages for all 
ship traffic to and from Cuba. He fled Cuba 
the end of November of this year {1963). 

It seems obvious to me, from reading 
these reports, and from the overall re
sults we have had up to date in connec
tion with trade with Cuba immediately 
after our wheat sales to Russia, that we 
have created a far more dangerous con
dition than previously existed by virtue 
of the fallacy in our foreign policy with 
respect to trade with Communist Cuba. 

In that same article is a brief state
ment which reads: 

There is the suspicion that the Russians 
are again introducing strategic weapons into 
Cuba. 

Again I point out that he was the one 
who was in charge of taking all messages 
for shipping in and out of Cuba-

The "special cargoes," states Rivero Bello, 
"are unloaded in the greatest secrecy, and 
not even the Cuban Communists are per
mitted near them. All are unloaded, trans
ported, and stored by Soviet personnel." 

This is <me more indicator, it seems to 
me, of the point I just made, with re
spect to the fact that there are reliable 
reports that there are 1,200-mile missiles 
now in Cuba which could decimate the 
entire eastern coast of this country. 

Going further, in the April13, 1964, is
sue of U.S. News & World Report there 
appears the viewpoint of Prof. G. War
ren Nutter, who is the James Wilson 
professor of economics at the University 
of Virginia, and a recognized authority 
in connection with the Soviet economy. 
He was discussing, publicly and in the 
magazine, the Soviet economy and the 
advisability of our trading with her, 
much less guaranteeing credit for such 
sales. There are a couple of items in the 
article which I wish to emphasize. 

The question asked was: Should we 
help the Soviets try to adjust? 

His answer to the question was: 
It is a difficult problem. It's not easy to 

know exactly what we ought to do. I think 
it's a little easier to know what we ought not 
to do. 

I don't think 'we should help them out of 
their current economic difficulties without, at 
the same time, getting some change in either 
the political climate or their internal sys-
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tem. That much, I think, we ought to do. 
We have to take advantage of these periods 
of weakness if we're going to get any changes 
started. 

Question. Under those terms, was the 
wheat deal a mistake? 

Answer. The way in which it was done 
was a mistake. We should have bargained. 

I think that their internal problems are 
really quite serious, very serious. Their 
problems in relations with the East Euro
pean satellites are serious and becoming 
more and more aggravated all the time. In 
addition, they've got the problem of China 
and the whole splitting of the Communist 
bloc. 

Once again he says, in answer to the 
same question: 

Are you saying that as long as we bail them 
out nothing will happen? 

The questioner is talking about bail
ing out the problems of the Soviet econ
omy. 

Answer. That's right. If we bail them out, 
they will use the time at their disposal to 
retrench to build up their power and to 
somehoV.:. manage the difficulties that they're 
involved in. They'll find some way. 

Question. If the Russians can drum up 
support from capitalism to make socialism 
work, do you think they're going to change 
socialism? 

Answer. They won't. That's quite unlike
ly. That would be their own business ~nd 
nobody else's if it weren't for the aggressive
ness, belligerence, and expansionism that go 
along with Russian communism. 

The next few points are very impor
tant in the general context: 

I'm afraid that our foreign policy is sheer 
romanticism, without any real logic in
volved in it. Our Government shies away 
from anything which carries any immediate 
risk at all, no matter how small, and then 
rationalizes whatever course is left, even 
though the ultimate risk is much greater. 
In cold reality, this leads to nothing more 
than a policy of appeasement, and I mean 
this in the literal sense associated with 
Neville Chamberlain. We know from dread
ful experience what appeasement leads to. 

The course being followed now is to be 
nice and to be friendly, because it seems 
least risky at the immediate moment. This 
is rationalized on the ground that fat Com
munists are less dangerous than skinny ones. 

This may be true, if one is looking at a very 
long sweep of history. Over a thousand 
years or so, perhaps people will become more 
liberal solely because they become more af
fluent. 

But if one's talking about what happens in 
the immediate context of a system such as 
Russia's, then exactly the reverse occurs: As 
soon as they become fat--or, rather, fatter
they get more belligerent and aggressive. 

What is the history of events in Russia? 
As soon as Khrushchev thought he was fat 
enough, he sent up a sputnik. He went all 
out on rocketry and introduced a massive 
armament program. That was his re
sponse--not relaxation. 

When did the relaxation come? It came 
when they got thinner. My feeling is that, 
at the moment, our best allies are the thin 
fellows, not the fat ones. Those are the ones 
we have the most to gain from. 

Question. Who are they? 
Answer. They're all the people in these 

Iron Curtain countries who have gotten thin
ner in the last few years. 

Who are they mad at? They're not mad at 
us. Who are they dissatisfied with? They're 
not dissatisfied with us. They're dissatisfied 
with their system, and they're mad at their 
governments. 

CX--782 

It seems to me this 1s the kind of situation 
we want to try to utilize the best we can. I 
think we ought to put it up to them to work 
out their own way to get fatter while leav
ing the outside world alone. 

There's a perfectly good solution to their 
problems, a perfectly simple solution-a:nd 
that's to change the system. 

It seems to me, as I have said, that this 
is a clear recognition of the problems 
that our policy is leading us into, not 
only the longrun troubles we are going 
to have with a Communist economy, but 
perhaps even some shorter term ones. 

There have been reliable indications 
that a process has been developed by a 
Russian-! do not know how to pro
nounce the name of it, but it is spelled 
L-e-b-e-d-j-i-w-under which the So
viet Union can produce a ton of indus
trial ethyl alcohol from 8 tons of wheat. 
Under a 7-year plan, the Soviets plan 
to produce 800,000 tons of this alcohol 
from foodstuffs. This would require 6.4 
million tons of cereal grains, which is 
more than accounted for in their deal 
with Canada alone, not counting the 
amount of wheat they entered into a 
contract to purchase from this country. 

It certainly does not make any sense 
to me when this kind of a process is 
presently in existence in Russia for the 
United States to sell surplus wheat on 
credit-which is not going to help our 
international balance of payments-
which will permit them to make ethyl 
alcohol, which in turn can be used for 
the production of armaments and ex
plosives of all kinds. This is one of the 
immediate dangers, it seems to me, that 
can come from the program. 

What are the things that have been 
happening in this trade field and the 
problems that have arisen from it? Let 
me talk about one that has recently come 
to light. The April 27, 1964, issue of the 
Washington Evening Star contained an 
article by Marguerite Higgins which re
ported an oil strike in Manchuria of a 
substantial nature. 

This is a Red Chinese oil strike. Until 
this time, the Chinese had been almost 
completely and wholly dependent upon 
Russia for oil, for transPQrtation, for 
heating, and for any other uses that they 
could find for it. I think this is impor
tant. The article reads as follows: 

The U.S. intelligence community is con
vinced it has discovered an important reason 
why Peiping has picked the last year and a 
half to let loose with increasing ferocity 
against the Russians: A Red Chinese oil 
strike in Manchuria. 

According to reports reaching here, the 
strike is of such size that it could make China 
self-sufficient in petroleum products. 

Oil has constituted the chain of black gold 
that for more than a decade made Peiping 
slavishly dependent on its relations with 
Moscow. Until recently, Moscow has fur
nished virtually all of China's oil. The peak 
was reached in 1961 when Peiping bought 
$2.8 billion worth of oil and aviation fuel 
from Russia. 

It continues, and because I think it is 
important, I ask unanimous consent that 
the entire article by Marguerite Higgins 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREWSTER in the chair.) Is there objec
tion? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Evening Star, 
Apr. 27, 1964] 

INTERPRETIVE REPORT: PEIPING COCKY AT 
OIL STRIKE 

(My Marguerite Higgins) 
The U.S. intelligence community 1s con

vinced it has discovered an important reason 
why Peiping has picked the last year and a 
half to let loose with increasing ferocity 
against the Russians: A Red Chinese oil 
strike in Manchuria. 

According to reports reaching here, the 
strike is of such size that it could make 
China self-sufficient in petroleum products. 

Oil ha.s constituted the chain of black gold 
that for more than a decade made Peiping 
slavishly dependent on its relations with 
Moscow. Until recently, Moscow has fur
nished virtually all of China's oil. The peak 
was reached in 1961 when Peiping bought $2.8 
billion worth of oil and aviation fuel from 
Russia. 

It is of significance that in the days when 
the Sino-Soviet split was still a matter of 
conjecture, the experts who argued against 
the likelihood of a complete rupture invari
ably cited Peiping's dependence on Moscow 
for oil as a reason why Mao Tse-tung would 
hesitate to make a total break. 

Quite apart from giving Peiping greater po
tential independence and therefore greater 
license to thumb its nose at Moscow, the oil 
strike will have an enormous impact on Red 
China's economic destiny. 

The exact date of the Manchurian discov
ery is not known. But the first reports of it 
began to filter to the West about 18 months 
ago. 

The most solid information has come in 
the last few weeks from Japanese engineers 
and businessmen engaged by the Chinese to 
help in the drilling and in building oil re
fineries. It 1s the Japanese who are the 
source of the estimate that the oil resources 
discovered in Manchuria may be large enough 
to make China self-sufficient. 

There is an irony in this because the Japa
nese, in all the years that they occupied Man
churia, never were able to discover oil, even 
though they did extensive exploring. 

The Manchurian find helps explain the in
crease in petroleum experts from France, 
Britain and West Germany who have been 
traveling to Red China via Hong Kong in 
recent months. 

There is a good case to be made that Red 
Chinese stridency against Moscow has in
creased in almost direct proportion to Pel
ping's confidence in the fact that its de
pendence on Moscow for oil would end. Oil 
refineries are not of course built in a day. 

But it apparently has been pretty heady 
for the Chinese leaders to possess the knowl
edge that it is only a matter of time until 
the Chinese Army will no longer be vulner
able to the threat of being immobilized by 
a Kremlin decision to cut off oil exports. 

It is not just the Western intelligence com
munity that sees a close connection between 
the oil discovery and Peiping challenging 
stand against Moscow. 

A spot check of Eastern European em
bassies showed that Communist diplomats 
were aware of the developments in Man
churia and its impact on the Sino-Soviet 
split. 

Said one Eastern European: "In private 
talks in Peiping with our officials, the Chinese 
make no attempt to hide their exhilaration 
over their economic liberation from Moscow 
that will come as the result of the develop
ment of their own oil. 

"All of us have noted that the Red Chinese 
waited until they were quite sure of their 
oil potential before they took the risk of a 
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complete break with the Russians by attack- In this morning's Wall Street Journal, 
ing them so violently. They have become there is a very small comment on this 
increasingly cocky about their future. subject which reads as follows: 

"The Chinese seems to feel that no matter Exports to Rumania of most goods will be 
how many mistakes they make, destiny is on allowed without individual licenses. 
their side, and therefore the east wind will "The United States clung to its refusal to 
prevail over the west." sell strategic materials to any Communist 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, it bloc nation, but extended to Rumania trade 
seems to me that there are two important terms that are among the most liberal of 
points in this connection. Tile first is those offered any Soviet satellite. The two 

.1 countries also agreed to raise the level of 
that if China actually has found the 01 diplomatic representation from legations to 
to the extent mentioned-and all the embassies and exchange of ambassadors "at 
information leads us to believe that it an early date." 
ha~it is then free, as far as oil is con- It's understood the Johnson administra
cerned, to continue its more aggressive tion is prepared to make available to Ru
campaigns throughout Asia in order to mania the facilities of the Government's 
put the other Asian countries under Export-Import Bank to furnish credit guar
communism. The second point, and it is antees of up to 5 years on some of the in-

creased U.S. sales expected to result from the 
equally important, is that if China is agreement. 
freed from purchasing oil from Russia, 
so, too, is Russia free from the obligation So here we are, full circle, back again 
of sending oil to one of its chief Com- into the November situation. We say 
munist allies, thereby giving it far more to our allies, "Please do not trade with 
ability to use its oil supplies to increase Cuba." We say this because if we can 
its own industrial capacity within its give them an economic quarantine, we 
own country. can so reduce their economic strength 

This leaves, then, only two major that the Cubans themselves will have an 
points. The :first is that this is one of opportunity to upset their government. 
the remaining weaknesses in the Rus- On the other hand, we proceed to do ex
sian economy. The second is that the actly the same thing, giving trade and 
oil strike in China can be used by virtue credit to the head of the overall con
of having the proper type of industrial spiracy, Russia, and then giving it to 
equipment for refining. one of its most prominent satellites, Ru-

The other day I was consulted by a · mania, which is still governed by Mr. 
very prominent person in one of the for- Kadar-Mr. Kadar having been one of 
eign embassies here in Washington. I the greatest Communist butchers that 
was asked, with regard to the latter ques- the Soviet satellites ever had. 
tion I mentioned, to look at the Far East There is an article dated today in the 
Trade and Development magazine for Wall Street Journal entitled: "United 
April 1964-at the same time the article States, Rumania Sign Trade, Political 
on the oil strike was published. It reads Pact; Move May Loosen Satellite's So-
as follows: viet Ties." It reads in part as follows: 

INDUSTRIAL EQuiPMENT FOR CHINA U.S. officials declined to elaborate, but the 
Rumanians have been known to be in the 

Snam-Projt!tti, of Milan, a member of the market for whole petrochemical plants, as 
EN! group, has won a Chinese contract for well as oil refinery machinery. Talks between 
a complete petroleum refinery, worth £3m. a Rumanian trade delegation and U.S. indus
Work is to be completed by 1966. This is one trialists have been going on during the gov
of several large orders placed with Italian ernment-to-government conferences, and 
firms recently, Last December the Chinese some transactions already are said to have 
signed three contracts for chemical equip- been closed. 
ment worth about £10m., and Montecatini Nothing official was said about U.S. Gov
is shipping £7m. worth of machinery for ernment credits to help finance such trade, 
two fertilizer factories with a combined out- but it is understood the Johnson administra
put of 300,000 tons. The plants will prob- tion is prepared to make available the facili
ably be built near Luchow in Szechuan ties of the Government's Export-Import Bank 
Province, where natural gas is plentiful. to furnish credit guarantees of up to 5 years. 

Once again we are faced with a situ- President Johnson is required by law to make 
ation in which a free world, which is a deterinination that export-import credits 

1 d h" . to a Communist country are in the national 
doing its best to take the ea ers IP m a interest; he hasn't yet done so, but the pros-
fight to give self-determination rights to pect is that he will act shortly. 
all countries, by virtue of trade with the 
Communist countries is increasing their I want to make it crystal clear for the 
economy and bolstering the economies RECORD that any guarantee by the Ex
wherever they are the weakest. The port-Import Bank is out of the taxpayers' 
U.S. public is being told that this is nee- funds for guaranteeing the credit of 
essary because of a deficit in inter- Communist countries. And if we are to 
national payments, when we are doing it have a certain policy with respect to one 
on credit. It does not make sense. country, saying that we are going to cut 

Just yesterday, I understand, the For- off the economy of that country in order 
eign Relations Committee was informed to overturn a Communist government, 
about the agreement with Rumania, the what is the purpose of not only trading 

with the head country and its other sat
agreement apparently having been ellites in Western Europe, but also using 
signed, as far as trade is concerned, our own taxpayers' credit in order to 
without benefit of consultation with the make sure that its sales go through, so 
House of Representatives or the Senate, that we can be absolutely positive that 
and without the advance knowledge of they are getting credit on the easiest 
the House of Representatives or the possible terms? · 
Senate, or the advance opportunity of It is a strange and peculiar type of 
the House of Representatives or the foreign policy for this country to be pur
Senate to do anything about it. suing. Moreover, all satellite countries 

will do exactly what Professor Nutter 
warned they would do, in his article in 
the U.S. News & World Report; namely, 
they will interpret this policy as noth
ing more than a sign of weakness in the 
free world and, over a period of time, 
nothing but appeasement of the Commu
nist conspiracy, which is worldwide. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. First of all, my distin

guished colleague from Colorado has 
made a very important contribution to 
the subject, which we have been discuss
ing for some 6 or 7 months, and which 
was lost sight of when it was originally 
discussed before the Senate. 

Senators will recall that when the Rus
sian wheat transaction was first pro
posed to the people of America, it was 
supposed to be a one-shot cash trans
action. I am sure the Senator remem
bers that. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I certainly do. 
Mr. ALLOTT. Many of us, upon first 

blush, thought that upon those terms it 
might be a favorable deal. Then we 
found that we would start financing the 
deal on a long term--or what I would 
call long term, but which others thought 
was an ordinary term--of up to 4 or 5 
years by way of credits. 

The point the Senator has made, which 
is very important, is that we do not 
change the balance of trade when we 
finance such deals by providing credit. 
The balance of trade is changed only 
when the credit is finally paid off. 

I should like to ask the Senator a ques
tion with reference particularly to his 
remarks about Rumania. 

We are about to engage on such a deal 
with Rumania. According to the morn
ing newspapers, we will make the deal on 
the "most favorable terms" to Rumania 
and any other country. This means, first 
of all, that we will not effect any change 
in the trade plan of our country. Does 
it not? 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct. 
Mr. ALLOTT. Second, does it not 

mean that when we offer them the "most 
favorable terms," we will ultimately build 
up dollar credits in Rumania; then, go
ing by the very naive attitude of the State 
Department and in accordance with what 
Dr. Nutter calls the romantic concept of 
the State Department, we will be called 
upon, when it comes time for Rumania 
to repay those dollars, to grant them 
even more favorable trade terms? That 
means that we will place the workers and 
manufacturer~the producers-in this 
country in an even worse position with 
relation to the people of Rumania. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the article to 
which I have referred, published in the 
Wall Street Journal, be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 2, 1964] 
UNITED STATES, RUMANIA SIGN TRADE, POLITI-

CAL PACT-MOVE MAY LOOSEN ·SATELLITES' 
SoVIET TIES 
WASHINGTON.-The United States signed 

new economic and political agreements with 



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12433 
Communist Rumania that are expected to 
spur increased U.S. sales to ' that Soviet-bloc 
nation and perhaps encourage a general loos
ening of ties between Russia and her Eastern 
European satellites. 

The two countries also agreed to raise the 
level of diplomatic representation from lega
tions to embassies and exchange ambassadors 
"at an early date." An agreement was 
reached on an expansion of cultural, educa
tional, and scientific links. But the big de
velopments had to do with trade, said U.S. 
offi.cials in announcing a pact reached after 
more than a week of high-level discussions 
here. 

These are the key elements in the agree
ment: 

The United States, while clinging to its re
fusal to sell strategic materials to any Soviet
bloc na.tion, has agreed to relax export licens
ing requirements so as to eliminate the need 
for individual licenses on "most commodi
ties" shipped to Rumania. 

Until this relaxation, generally each ship
ment to a Communist bloc country has to be 
licensed. With moSit other countries there 
exists the general authority to export broad 
categories of goods rather than seek licensing 
of each individual shipment. 

The United States agreed specifically to 
grant licenses for what the joint communi
que called a number of particular industrial 
facilities in which the Rumanian delegation 
expressed special interest. U.S. offi.cials de
clined to elaborate, but the Rumanians have 
been known to be in the market for whole 
petrochemical plants, as well as oil refinery 
machinery. Talks between a Rumanian 
trade delegation and U.S. industrialists have 
been going on during the government-to
government conferences, and somE> transac
tions already are said to have been closed. 

Nothing offi.cial was said about U.S. Gov
ernment credits to help finance such trade, 
but it is understood the Johnson adminis
tration is prepared to make available the fa
cilities of the Government's Export-Import 
Bank to furnish credit guarantees of up to 
5 years. President Johnson is required by l~w 
to make a determination that Export-Im
port credits to a Communist country are in 
the national interest; he hasn't yet done so, 
but the prospect is that he will act shortly. 

Without such credits, offi.cials said, the 
prospects for any sizable boost in U.S. sales 
to Rumania are slim. Because the whole 
purpose of the agreement announced yester
day is to spur such sales, there would have 
been little point to all the fanfare surround
ing the agreements if the United States 
weren't prepared to allow the bank to guar
antee normal private credit. 

U.S. sales to Rumania have been averaging 
less than $2 million annually, and this coun
try's purchases from the Eastern European 
nation have been even skimpier. Yesterday's 
agreement isn't expected to spur the U.S. im
ports, chiefly because the country has little 
that the United States wants to buy. Spe
cifically, U.S. authorities firmly ruled out the 
possibility of Rumanian oil entering the U.S. 
market. Although Rumania is a major oil 
exporter to Western Europe, the thinking 
here is that it Ca.nnot ship oil economically 
to the United States. 

But there are high hopes for a significant 
increase in U.S. sales to Rumania, whose 
foreign exchange earnings from oil mak~ it 
perhaps the most promising customer in all 
the Eastern European Communist bloc. 
Asked what the United States hoped to gain 
from the agreement, a top offi.cial said: 
"Business." The United States, he argued, 
has been unnecessarily inhibited from sell
ing to Rumania on terms comparable to 
those enjoyed by Western European com
petitors. 

Politically, the United States has wider 
purposes. Rumania, experts have been 
noting, has been a prime example of greater 
independence among the satellites fro;m Mas-

cow's control. It has refused to allow its 
relatively rich economy to be tightly inte
grated within the Soviet bloc, defied Mos
cow's dictation on Communist Party doc
trine, taken a neutral position in the Sino
Soviet dispute and turned increasingly 
toward Western Europe to trade. 

The United States wants to encourage all 
these trends, and not just in Rumania. 
Yugoslavia and Poland have long been rated 
the most independent minded of the Eastern 
Europeans and the United States has tried 
with aid and trade to encourage this loosen
ing in bloc relations. 'l'he hope now is that 
with Rumania looming as a more important 
trading partner with the United States, 
others, such as Hungary and Czechoslovakia, 
may be increasingly encouraged to turn west
ward. 

U.S. diplomats, in fact, would like to add 
another enticement to Rumania by con
ferring upon her the most favored nation 
arrangement under which this country treats 
all its trading partners alike; trade conces
sions offered to any particular country are 
automatically extended to all others. Only 
Poland and Yugoslavia among Communist 
countries have been extended this arrange
ment and the issue remains a touchy one 
with Congress. So the administration is un
likely to press the matter on Capitol Hill this 
year, offi.cials said yesterday, though it was 
discussed in the talks with the Rumanians. 

But yesterday's agreement almost certainly 
will bring an effort in Congress next year to 
confer most favored nation status upon Ru
mania. 

By way of promoting greater United States
Rumanian trade, the United States plans to 
open a trade promotion office in Bucharest, 
and the Rumanians have indicated an in
tent to expand their New York City trade 
office. Both countries will exchange tourist 
promotion offi.ces, too. 

Officials said the U.S. arrangements with 
Rumania are the most liberal for any East
ern European nation, except for Yugoslavia, 
which is treated practically on a par with 
Western trading partners. Poland has a li
censing arrangement which does away with 
some individual licenses on U.S. exports but 
experts said it isn't as far reaching as the 
agreement with Rumania. 

Mr. DOMINICK. In part, the article 
reads as follows: 

U.S. diplomats, in fact, would like to add 
another enticement to Rumania by con
ferring on her the "most favored nation" ar
rangement under which this country treats 
all its trading partners alike. 

That is exactly what the Senator was 
saying. 

By doing this, we are granting a Com
munist-governed nation-and it is only 
about 3 percent Communist, with the 
rest of the people being "thin" Commu
nists, the ones who would like to get out 
from under-the designation of a most 
favored nation. 

The only thing I can see in all this 
is the idiocy of this kind of arrange
ment. 

Mr. ALLO'IT. If my colleague from 
Colorado will yield to me for one closing 
comment I should like to say that I am 
struck with the idiocy of the effect that 
popular slogans have on our State De
partment and on others. I cannot help 
recall two facts. First of all, it was after 
we started to make our wheat deal with 
Russia that Great Britain, Italy, France, 
and even Spain started to expand their 
trade with Cuba. 

Second, this shows the extent to which 
slogans like "It is easier to deal with a 
fat Communist than a lean one'' have in-

ftuenced the thinking of our State De
partment. 

It is about time for us to get down to 
a realistic way of thinking, and stop ac
cepting the concept that we can capture 
and retain the leadership of the world 
with slogans which come out of Madison 
Avenue. That is what we have had for 
the past 4 years. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I sin
cerely appreciate my colleague's addi
tion to this colloquy. I know how 
strongly he has felt about this subject 
for a long time. 

I also wish to express my appreciation 
to him for the leadership which he took 
in trying to interest Senators to talk 
about Cuba as long ago as last summer, 
when a group of us came to the :floor 
with one idea after another on what we 
could do about Cuba. Certainly, trading 
with Russia was not one of the ways by 
which we thought we could liberate Cuba. 
Exactly the opposite was true. I ex
press my appreciation to the · Senator. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. First of all, I wish to 

convey to the Senator from Colorado, 
who has given us this very significant 
address, my congratulations for the very 
careful research and the great amount of 
study and background material he has 
brought before us and before the Ameri
can public by his address this afternoon. 
I believe he has put his finger on what 
was before Congress last fall, and will be 
again sometime next month, as one of 
the real, basic decisions to be made by 
America in connection with the cold war 
policy. 

It seems to me that history pretty well 
records now that America reached a 
crossroads in its policy during the de
bates alluded to by the Senator. That 
was last October, November, and Decem
ber. They started in the last few days of 
October, as I remember. At that time, 
America sharply changed a foreign policy 
which had served it pretty well for nearly 
17 years. At that point American pres
tige and world leadership began to slide. 
It has steadily fallen ever since. 

Once we ceased to be constructive, once 
we ceased to be consistent, and once we 
began to ask others to do what we refused 
to do ourselves, we appeared to the world 
as hypocritical, mercenary, and incon
sistent. 

Second, lacking direction and leader
ship from the United States, the free 
alliance has been steadily falling apart. 
We see examples of it in NATO, as well as 
in Franco-American relations. We see 
indications of it in the failure of our allies 
to follow any suggestions we make in con
nection with Cuba. I believe that Pro
fessor Nutter very prophetically and 
properly related foreign trade, which the 
Senator from Colorado has been discuss
ing so effectively this afternoon, with the 
problem of foreign aid, which will be 
before us shortly after we dispose of the 
civil rights bill. 

lt is now before the House of Repre
sentatives. More and more Americans 
are indicating by what they write and 
what they say, including editors and 
commentators by tlleir expressions, that 
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we are indeed engaged in a completely 
self-defeating program when, on the one 
hand, as Professor Nutter pointed out 
and as the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
DoMINICK] has emphasized, we propose · 
to trade increasingly with Communist 
countries and, on the other hand, pro
pose to continue a multibillion-dollar 
aid program to non-Communist coun
tries, justified exclusively on the concept 
that by so doing we help to protect them 
against aggression and potential aggres
sion by communism. 

Can the Senator from Colorado find 
any logic or any possibility of success in 
such an inconsistent, self-defeating 
trade-aid program as the one which this 
administration has placed before the 
country? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I cannot think of 
any possibility of reconciling the two pro
grams at all, provided that our foreign 
policy is to try to win. I am not a bit 
sure that .our foreign policy at this point 
is designed for that purpose. If it is not 
designed for that purpose, if it is de
signed merely to frame a platform upon 
which we can hopefully exist for a little 
while longer, perhaps the administration 
is trying to keep everything quiet at the 
same time. But if we are trying to do 
something to support our former pro
gram of saying that people should have 
the right to determine their own form of 
government, then aiding both sides, in
cluding neutralists and the underdevel
oped, with our foreign aid, to prevent the 
Communists from taking over, and then 
aiding Communists to strengthen their 
economy, it is the most hopeless futility 
I can think of. 

Mr. MUNDT. There is no possibility 
of success in that kind of program, by 
seeking, on the one hand, to bail out the 
Communists from the economic prob
lems which their nefarious system has 
imposed upon them, while using the 
money of American taxpayers, through 
the Export-Import Bank, to bail out 
Communists, and then coming back to 
the taxpayers and saying, "We want an
other $3 billion installment in 1964 in 
order to build up the non-Communist 
world because it is threatened with new 
aggressions from the Communists, whom 
we have recently built up with American 
dollars and American trade." That is, 
indeed, international idiocy. It does not 
make any sense to me. 

While the Senator from South Dakota 
does not quite go along with the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] in his discus
sion of McNamara's war and in his anal
ysis of the situation in Vietnam, I be
lieve this administration could serve 
America better today if, instead of hav
ing our high-powered administrative 
brains meeting in Honolulu, scheming up 
more military adventures and more po
tential losses of lives in Vietnam, they 
were brought back to Washington and 
associated with all the other available 
brains in the administration to hold a 
free world trade-aid conference, in which 
we would try to manifest the same lead
ership, once again, in having the ·free 
world devise some kind of trade-aid ap
proach to the Communist world. We will 
not be able to defeat communism in 
Asia, with or without American troops, 

while at the same time we are in the 
process of strengthening communism all 
over the world with American supplies 
and products and guarantees by Ameri
can taxpayers of Soviet credit. 

So I deplore the fact that we have this 
myopic approach of relying on American 
muscle, money, and military power with
out sitting down and asking ourselves, 
"How can such an inconsistent, self
defeating policy ever do anything more 
than serve the cause of communism?" 

Mr. DOMINICK. I have before me 
one more example, which the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON] was kind 
enough to hand to me. It just appeared 
on the news ticker and is an example of 
the idiocy about which I was speaking. 
It is an Associated Press dispatch from 
London and reads as follows: 

LONDON.-British authorities were irked 
today by a U.S. decision to consider selling 
a nuclear powerplant to Communist Ru
mania. 

One informant asked how the United 
States could sell a reactor to the Rumanians 
and then complain about the sale of British 
buses to Cuba. 

The reactors produce plutonium, which 
gives nuclear bombs their blast. As war
potential equipment they are banned by 
allied powers for export to Iron Curtain coun
tries. 

In announcing that "special consideration" 
would be given to the Rumanian request, the 
Johnson administration stressed that any 
deal would need a waiver from the allied 
committee in Paris controlling trade with 
the Communists-

It is interesting to observe that the 
administration did not even mention the 
fact that it might come to Congress to 
learn how Congress feels. I continue 
to read from the dispatch: 

It was stressed also that a condition of 
sale-which the Rumanians have accepted
would make it imperative for the nuclear 
powerplant to be made subject to interna
tional supervision. The International 
Atomic Energy Agency, based in Vienna, Aus
tria, applies safeguards to insure that civil
ian reactors are not transformed to serve 
military purposes. 

Officials in some key British ministries 
appeared to think that the Americans were 
approaching East-West trading rules from 
a standpoint of expediency. 

The board of trade said a Rumanian dele
gation discussed the possible purchase of 
a nuclear powerplant from Britain during 
a visit to London which began last February. 

The spokesman said the question of a sale 
did not arise. "We regarded nuclear power
plant as strategic material and therefore 
embargoed for export to Communist coun
tries," he said. 

"We now consider the talks as dormant. 
They could be revived if the Rumanians 
come back to us." 

It was evident that there was a sense of 
disappointment if not of grievance among 
some officials here because the Americans 
look to be in a better position than the 
British to pull o:ff a deal. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado further yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. This illustrates exactly 

what we . were saying last November, 
when we were opposing the adminis
tration's position to give the Export
Import Bank power to grant credit to 
Communist countries so that they might 
purchase supplies in America. The par- · 

ticular product then being discussed was 
wheat, although other products were 
crowding all around it and were com
ing into the picture very fast. The Sen
ator from South Dakota then said that 
we talk about strategic supplies, and then 
asked, "What in wartime is more stra
tegic than food? What provides better 
food than wheat? If wheat is declassi
fied and is called nonsecurity material, 
then we shall have nothing left with 
which we can restrict trade on the basis 
of its being something of a strategic 
nature.'' 

Now we see the same tortuous reason
ing, by which it was said that while 
wheat is the world's best food, and food 
is necessary in order to wage war, and is 
therefore a basic strategic materiel, nu
clear reaction, plutonium, and atomic 
energy are not strategic. That is a 
strange departure from the high-sound
ing phrases to which we listened, from 
the advocates of the test ban treaty, who 
at that time were considering the pro
duction of atomic energy and plutonium 
and the possibility of building up a war 
structure based on atomic energy so seri
ous that they believed a test ban treaty 
was essential. Ultimately, the Senator 
from South Dakota, agreeing with that 
viewpoint, voted for its support. 

I ask the Senator from Colorado a 
question I was asked on the campus of 
State College, South Dakota's great agri
cultural college at Brookings, 2 weeks 
ago today, while delivering a lecture 
there. The question was, "What is 
America's foreign policy now?" 

I replied, "That is a difficult question 
to answer. It was possible during the 
Truman administration, during the 
EiSenhower administration, and during 
the first year of the Kennedy administra
tion to define it basically as a policy 
which relied upon two great thrusts, one 
being a really determined, sincere, and 
consistent effort to restrict trade with 
Communist countries, in order to keep 
the Communists from becoming too 
powerful and too aggressive; and the 
other, a foreign-aid and military-aid 
program to the non-Communist coun
tries, to shore up their defenses and their 
economies and to give them greater re
sistance in case of Communist attack." 
Those things were fairly clear, and we 
had followed them for 16 years. They 
had worked fairly well; and during those 
16 years, we had not lost any decisive 
economic battles with the Communists. 

I said to them, "Do you want to know 
what our foreign policy is now? If you 
do, I will state it for you." 

I should like to have the Senator from 
Colorado state now whether he would 
make any addition to or change in the 
statement I made to them, because now 
we -are facing the most recent and cur
rent problems, in terms of our invest
ments in our foreign policy. 

I think our foreign policy has so 
badly and so seriously deteriorated that 
today we are engaged in a race with the 
other three countries in the world which 
have exporting capacity, in an attempt 
to see which of us can sell to the Com
munists the greatest amounts of sup
plies which they most badly need, and 
to deliver them to the Communists' doors 
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at the cheapest possible oceanic freight 
rates, and to sell the materials to them 
at the lowest possible prices, so that we 
will get that business, instead of having 
the other nations get it, and also to ex
tend to the Communists the easiest and 
longest possible credit terms. I think 
that is our foreign policy. If that is our 
foreign policy, certainly it is doomed to 
failure, because only Communist coun
tries can profit by means of such a 
policy. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I completely agree; 
and I could not state the matter more 
effectively, even if I tried 15 times to do 
so. 

About 1 year ago, members of our 
State Department went to Western Eu
rope, and tried to persuade the Western 
European countries not to grant long
term credit to the Russians, so as not to 
enable the Russians to obtain the needed 
materials with which to construct an oil 
pipeline through Western Europe; and 
we fought and fought against having 
those countries give Russia long-term 
credit in that connection, inasmuch as 
the extension of such long-term credit 
was the only basis on which Russia would 
deal for such pipe. 

But here we go, reversing our policy 
and giving 5-year credit to Rumania
and 5-year credit is long-term credit in 
anyone's language--and doing the same 
thing for Hungary, but saying to all these 
countries, "You must stay out of Cuba." 

It seems to me that we are seeing the 
very beginning of a Johnson policy to 
open the floodgates of trade with Com- · 
munist countries, regardless of what the 
materials are, and regardless of whether 
there is to be long-term credit or short
term credit. 

Mr. MUNDT. Let me add one word 
about the future possibilities in this con
nection. After all, the U.S. Senate still 
can, if it will, exercise a restraining hand, 
when it is confronted with such contra
dictory and self-defeating policies as 
those which now confront us. I believe 
that involved in the new consular agree
ments with Rumania there are changes 
which are so substantial that in all like
lihood they will have to come before the 
U.S. Senate, for ratification as a treaty. 
So here is our chance to explore what is 
involved in this business. 

Furthermore, I know that soon the 
Senate will be working its will on the 
legislative authorization bill for foreign 
aid. That bill has already been passed 
by the House of Representatives. So 
here, too, we have a chance, by means of 
amendments-under the happy way the 
Senate operates, by means of which no 
amendment need necessarily be ger
mane-to do something constructive 
about this situation and to place a re
straining hand on these "happiness 
boys" who think communism has now 
changed its purpose and its objective, 
and who believe we should now feed com
munism and should encourage it and 
should pat it on the back, instead of do
ing as we did for 16 years-curtail and 
check it. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, before 
Congress adjourns, the Senate will have 
an opportunity to vote on appropriation 
bills dealing ~ith foreign aid; and then 

Senators can raise the question of how 
inconsistent our foreign policy has be
come. If we really believe the cold war is 
over, and that now is the time to kiss and 
make up with the Communists and to 
give them the benefit of an aid program 
based on credit to them, then surely we 
cannot believe there is any reason for ex
tending a single dollar of credit aid to 
the non-Communist world on the basis 
of the argument that that is the only 
way to keep them from going Communist. 
So we as the custodians of the public 
purse will face some rollcall votes on 
these issues in the next few weeks. To 
those who read the RECORD and to those 
who have concern, let me say I hope they 
will make their wishes and attitudes and 
desires crystal clear to all Members of 
the Senate before Senators face up to 
those very significant rollcall votes, as 
the amendments come before us. 

Again, I salute the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. DoMINICK] on his masterly 
presentation of a matter which is by far 
more significant and important than the 
question of what is happening in Laos or 
in Vietnam, because in this case we are 
dealing with the system which is being 
operated from Moscow and Peiping, with 
its tentacles spread all over the world; 
and if we are to deal with it effectively, 
we must deal with it at the center, rather 
than at the periphery. Otherwise, what 
we do will be love's labors lost. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from South Dakota, 
who from the very beginning, even as 
early as last fall, has tried to have us 
deal effectively with this problem. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield briefly to me? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. My colleague has spo

ken of the proposed nuclear plant for 
Rumania which is being discussed. 

There are perhaps three main sources 
of power, as my distinguished colleague 
knows; they are coal, other carbonifer
ous materials, and oil. So can anyone 
suggest why we should be dealing with 
Rumania, which has one of the richest 
and largest and most extensive oil fields 
in the world, for the supplying of nu
clear power? Some States in our own 
country have no method of providing 
fuel except by means of nuclear power; 
and that is understandable. But I am 
sure no reasonable man could under
stand why the Rumanians would want a 
nuclear plant, in view of their valuable 
oil resources, unless they could sell the 
oil somewhere else at a greater profit, 
and unless they are in hopes of duping 
the United States to build a nuclear 
plant for them, or unless the Rumanians 
hope to acquire from the nuclear plant 
strategic information or materials 
which would be of benefit to them
which again brings us through the cycle. 

Today, Great Britain is greatly upset 
over this rna tter. 

Just last week, I placed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD an article, from the 
London Daily Express, which shows how 
upset the British people were because we 
had developed the A-11, without giving 
them any of the information, whereas, 
on the other hand, we had taken from 
them all of the key details on the ultra
secret information they had developed 

from their new supersonic bomber and 
its electronic equipment. 

Since 1960, we have managed to topple 
one government in Canada because we 
were trying to force nuclear warheads 
on the Canadians; and we have had our 
own di:tllculties with France, because we 
refused the same thing to De Gaulle. 

How inconsistent we can be in connec
tion with our foreign policy, I do not 
know. The word "naive" has been used, 
and the word "romanticism" has been 
used; but I say this is a childlike ap
proach to the problems of the world and 
to foreign relations, because it does not 
deal with reality. Instead, it deals with 
matters entirely outside of reality. 

Again I say to my distinguished col
league that I am very proud of the speech 
he has made this afternoon to the 
Senate. 

It has been a real contribution, be
cause unless we somehow are able to 
reverse the almost inevitable run to the 
sea that the State Department has fol
lowed for the past few years, we stand 

· in grave danger in this world. The Sen
ator has contributed greatly. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I was about to say 
to my distinguished colleague that every 
now and then I hear representatives of 
the State Department say that our 
foreign policy must remain .fluid. If it 
becomes any more fluid than it is now, 
we shall all be washed out to sea in the 
water they have created, without any 
real substance to anything they have 
been doing. 

Again I appreciate my colleague's par
ticipation in this particular colloquy. 

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1963 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <H.R. 7152) to enforce the 
constitutional right to vote, to confer 
jurisdiction upon the district courts of 
the United States to provide injunctive 
relief against discrimination in public 
accommodations, to authorize the Attor
ney General to institute suits to protect 
constitutional rights in public facilities 
and public education, to extend the Com
mission on Civil Rights, to prevent dis
crimination in federally assisted pro
grams, to establish a Commission on 
Equal Employment Opportunity, and for 
other purposes. 
THE CIVU. RIGHTS ISSUE MUST BE RESOLVED AT 

THE COMMUNITY LEVEL 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, final reso
lution of the civil rights issue will come 
in the community. I wish to call atten
tion to one example of such community 
action i:q my own State of New Jersey. 

In Newark, a group of young people 
associated with the Congregation B'nai 
Jeshurun have begun this year a reme
dial tutorial program aimed at helping 
about 20 Negro boys and girls in elemen
tary and high school subjects. The 
members of the temple youth group are 
themselves high school students. They 
give of their free time on Saturdays in 
order to share the classrooms of their 
temple with Negro children from the 
neighborhood. The project has met with 
a deservedly wide response, both in and 
out of the State; and other such pro
grams are now under way. For example, 
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in New Jersey alone, congregations in 
Trenton, Teaneck, Bayonne, River Edge, 
East Orange, and Elberon have begun or 
plan similar tutorial programs. 

I ask unanimous consent that two 
newspaper art~cles describing the New
ark program be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the New York Times, Apr. 26, 1964] 
JERSEY NEGROES TUTORED BY JEWS-YOUTHS 
SEEK A MEANINGFUL APPLICATION OF JUDAISM 

NEWARK, April 25.-A group of Jewish 
youths here have been tutoring some 20 
Negro boys and girls in elementary and high 
school subjects as part of a program for the 
"meaningful application of the teachings of 
Judaism." 

The Jewish youths are members of the 
Congregation B'nai Jeshurun. In explain
ing the project, Rabbi Barry H. Greene, asso
ciate spiritual leader of the congregation, 
quoted Maimonides, the 12th century Jewish 
philosopher and doctor, who wrote: 

"The advancement of learning is the high
est commandment." 

"We are dedicated to the preservation and 
the meaningful application of the teachings 
of Judaism," Rabbi Greene said. "We are 
translating our convictions into deeds." 

Every Saturday morning from 9:45 to 12, 
about 20 Negro boys and girls from the 4th 
to the 12th grades share the classrooms of 
the 116-year-old temple. On hand to greet 
them and work with them are members of 
the youth group, 15 to 18 years of age. 

While other junior members of the con
gregation are attending religious classes and 
Saturday morning services, the Negro chil
dren are tutored in simple arithmetic, spell
ing, physics, Latin, English, geography, his
tory, algebra, and reading. 

The tutorial project was started 2 months 
ago at the suggestion of Stuart Rosengarten 
of South Orange, a junior at Columbia High 
School. A member of the Mitzvah Corps, a 
youth group sponsored by reform congrega• 
tions, Stuart lived and worked last summeJ 
among the needy in Puerto Rico. 

The program was publicized in the area's 
schools and the boys' club at Stella Windsor 
Wright Home, a city housing project. The 
response, Rabbi Greene revealed, was "spon
taneous and heartwarmini:.'' 

"I think my teacher expects more work 
from me now and she will get more work 
from me," an 11-year-old child wrote to the 
Rabbi. "There are such nice people here to 
help that I think I better come here eyery 
Saturday." 

Rabpi Greene said the success of the pro
gram here had prompted the New Jersey 
region of the National Federation of Temple 
Youth to start similar projects in other areas 
of the State. 

(From the New York Post, Apr. 27, 1964] 
THE ScHOOL CRISIS: VOLUNTEERS AND BUDGETS 

Two after-school, volunteer-staffed tutorial 
projects, one in Harlem, the other in New
ark, are producing results. The Negro young
sters taking part-some to get help with 
their homework, others with their reading 
and arithmetic-start hesitantly, come back 
for more, a.nd finally turn into enthusiasts 
for the program. 

Over in Newark, a youth group connected 
· with Congregation B'nai Jeshurun has had 
such success with its tutorial program that 
other temples in New Jersey have launched 
similar projects. 

Here in town, 20 volunteer tutors from 
Sigma Alpha at City College, along with 
regular teachers, are staffing the after
school study center at Harlem's P.S. 161. 
The establishment of such centers was urged 
by Dr. Calvin Gross in. his first recommenda-

tion for improving the schools in the slum 
areas. 

According to Assistant Principal Berman, 
a supervisor of the P.S. 161 center, "The 
pupUs have found that it's a fine place to do 
t h eir homework and they are now very anx
ious to go there." 

The City College volunteers deserve the 
city's thanks. But why should such good 
works be limited to students? This is an 
enormous task. Professionals of all ages are 
needed and might be willing to join the 
volunteer corps. Here is an area where the 
United Federation of Teachers could make 
a notable contribution. It has spoken out 
forcefully on the need to make the schools 
more responsive to Negro and Puerto Rican 
requirements. Should it not give thought 
to organizing a volunteer teacher group to 
strengthen the after-school centers? 

VOTING PROGRAM 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, pur
suant to a conference held this after
noon, I have notified the leadership that, 
at their pleasure, we would be prepared 
to .withhold further speeches on the so
called jury-trial amendments, and would 
be ready to vote on the pending amend
ment. 

T-here has been some feeling on the 
part of Senators who have been asso
ciated with us in this fight that they were 
being "put on the spot" by not having 
any votes. We are not unwilling to have 
votes taken. We have a number of 
amendments which we believe the Sen
ate will approve when they are under
stood. 

I do not know what would be the fate 
of the pending amendment, but there 
are other amendments, particiularly 
those relating to the question of double 
jeopardy. There is the question of 
whether that may arise under the pend
ing bill, defendants could be placed twice 
in jeopardy as a result of trials under 
criminal contempt charges and likewise 
being prosecuted under criminal statutes 
for the same offense or for the same set 
of facts. , 

We are not trying to take the majority 
leader by surprise. He made a state
ment I believe on Monday of this week 
that he did not know of any votes at 
that time. But subsequently during the 
day the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LoNG J obtained the yeas and nays on the 
pending amendment. I do not know 
what statement the Senator from Loui
siana made with respect to the motion 
for the yeas and nays because I was not 
present in the Chamber all of that time. 

The majority leader has been as fair 
to the opponents of the bill, in keeping 
us notified and informed as to his plans, 
as we had any right to expect. I wish 
publicly to thank him for his kindness. 
He has considered that to be a part of 
his duty in the very thankless task that 
he has in undertaking to preside over, 
and coordinate, the divergent schools 
of thought of those who sit on this side 
of the aisle. I am very grateful to him 
for having at all times kept us advised 
as to the plans that he had in connection 
with the bill. We are not undertaking 
now to take him by surprise. I have told 
him that if he felt that there was any 
surprise involved, we would be very hap
PY indeed to continue the debate until 
tomorrow or some later time on the 
pen<;ling amendment. 

Before I suggest the absence of a 
quorum--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished majority leader. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. As always, I am in
debted to the senior Senator from Geor
gia for the courtesy and the considera
tion which he shows toward the leader
ship. Insofar as it has been possible for 
him to do so, he has endeavored to give 
the leadership some forewarning, as in 
the present instance, as to what was be
ing contemplated by those in opposition 
to the bill, generally speaking, but who 
are in favor of the amendment now 
pending. 

It is true that yesterday the distin
guished senior Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN] raised the question as 
to whether or not there would be any 
votes this week. In response to his ques
tion, there was a brief colloquy, which 
reads in part as follows: 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Do I correctly understand, 
from the distinguished Senator's announce
ment, that there will be no votes, so far as 
he knows, during this week? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. So far as I know, I know 
of no votes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. None is contemplated? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Not so far as I know. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Therefore, those of us who 

have made engagements to make commence
~ent addresses and to fill other speaking en
gagements in our respective States will be 
reasonably safe in doing so, and would not 
risk missing the cloture vote if they were 
absent? . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would be my best 
judgment as of now. I know of no votes be
ing contemplated as of the moment; nor do 
I know of any votes contemplated during the 
rest of this week. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Other Senators have the 
same interest that I do in knowing, so far 
as we can, ahead of time. I realize this is a 
legislative body, and that something could 
develop to bring about an unexpected vote; 
but so far as the leaders know, no vote is 
planned or contemplated this week? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is correct. 
So I am indebted, I say again, to the 

distinguished Senator from Georgia for 
informing the leadership of his plans 
relative to the pending amendment and 
other amendments. I point out to him 
that it was contemplated that beginning 
tomorrow morning the distinguished 
minority leader was to be the leadoff 
Senator in an exposition of the Dirksen 
substitute which was presented to the 
Senate last week. Because of illness 
that is not possible, but others who had 
been waiting for the distinguished mi
nority leader to lead off are now prepared 
to make their speeches, and I believe it 
is about time that they be made. 

Questions were raised on the fioor of 
the Senate yesterday as to the amount 
of time there would be available for ex
plaining the Dirksen substitute before 
an attempt at cloture was made. Some 
Senators thought that the time was not 
long enough; others thought it was too 
long. But I can assure the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia that beginning 
this afternoon there will be some 
speeches on the question of the pending 
jury trial amendment, and that begin
ning tomorrow a number of Senators, on 
both sides of the aisle, have indicated 
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their intention to speak on the Dirksen 
substitute. So I would hope that the 
Senator from Georgia, who has been so 
frank in his remarks, would understand, 
with his usual courtesy, the need and the 
desire for the Dirksen substitute to be 
explained insofar as possible during the 
time remaining, and that he will under
stand also that, so far as the leadership 
is concerned, the leadership will recog
nize his right at any time to call up any 
of the pending amendments for a vote, 
providing it can be done under the rule. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I had 
no intention of calling up any amend
ment. The amendment of the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] is the pend
ing business. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. Unless some Senator de
sires to speak, of course, a vote would 
come in the ordinary course ·of events. 
There was no intention to call up any 
new amendment today. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that. 
Mr. RUSSELL. We had concluded 

that we would vote on the amendment 
today if it was consistent with the views · 
of the majority leader. 

Mr. President, in view of the--
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, be

fore the Senator leaves that subject, I 
should like to ask a question of him. In 
the light of the fact that the majority 
leader has announced that some speeches 
will be made to explain the Dirksen 
substitute or the second substitute, 
should that explanation go on into Sat
urday, when I understand a cloture mo
tion will be filed, would it be possible for 
me to obtain some assurance that there 
would be an opportunity to have a vote 
on the jury trial amendment which is 
pending? I do not wish to be cut off in 
having a vote on the so-called trial by 
jury amendment by the filing of the clo
ture petition and then voting on the 
cloture petition on Monday or Tuesday. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I am 
afraid that the chances of the Senator 
from Florida to secure recognition for 
that purpose are not very good. I notice 
that the substitute was offered by Messrs. 
DIRKSEN, MANSFIELD, HUMPHREY, and 
KucHEL. Those Senators embrace all of 
the leadership. If all of them speak on 
the substitute-and under the rules of 
comity that ordinarily obtain here they 
would be recognized before other Sen
ators, due to the positions that they 
hold-the Senator from Florida might 
not have an opportunity to address him
self to the substitute prior to the time 
of the vote on the gag rule on Tuesday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I believe the Sena

tor from Georgia has explained the sit
uation with lucidity. But I would point 
out that if worse comes to worse, it 
would be possible for the amendment to 
be offered even if cloture was invoked. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It would be, 
but--

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has 
had 5 weeks now to discuss the 
amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. What I am trying 
to get a;t is the following question: 
Would it be possible for us to have some 

understanding that we could have a vote 
on this particular amendment prior to 
the filing of the cloture petition on Sat
urday? Could we have a vote on this 
particular amendment? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator 
knows that he is speaking to the winds. 
There is no possibility of such an agree
ment. However, if another kind of 
unanimous-consent agreement were to 
be arrived at as to when we could vote 
on the measure now before the Senate, 
I am sure that it would be given most 
serious consideration. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I might make 
this one statement? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. We have spent a 

number of days talking about an amend
ment on trial by jury--

Mr. MANSFIELD. A number of 
weeks. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I stand corrected. 
A number of weeks of time. It is a mat
ter of great importance. We have now 
worked up to some sort of point where 
we are about to vote on a right of trial 
by jury amendment. The Senators who 
offered the amendment are ready to vote. 
This is the--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Sixty-eighth day. 
Mr. SMATHERS. This is the 68th day. 

Today is Tuesday. The remaining days 
will be Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, 
and Saturday, before the cloture motion 
is offered. 

Did I correctly understand that the 
proponents of the so-called Dirksen
Mansfield-Kuchel-Humphrey substitute 
are going to take all the remainder of 
the time between this moment and the 
moment when the cloture motion is filed, 
so that we will not have an opportunity 
to vote on the pending jury trial amend
ment? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will take some 
time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, wil'l 
the Senator from Georgia yield to me for 
a question? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the jury trial 
amendment is the pending business, how 
will the Senator from Tilinois be allowed 
to speak on the Dirksen substitute under 
the rule of germaneness? Would he not 
be required to speak on the jury trial 
amendment? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. A Senator can 
speak on the jury trial amendment. 
Some of us have had speeches that we 
have been holding back. At the end of 
3 hours a Senator could speak on an
other measure or amendment, or he 
could proceed to do so under unanimous 
consent. The proponents of the jury 
trial amendment have been most gener
ous in granting unanimous consent to 
speak out of order, so to speak, when the 
rule of germaneness was supposed to be 
in effect. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It seems to me to 
be a little irregular to dispose of an 
amendment that is proposed to be offered 
with practically no debate on it. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, I never be
lieved that the rule of germaneness was 
very effective. It is always pleasant to 

say, "I told you so." I think it has been 
borne out by the facts, since its adop
tion, that the rule is not very effective. 
It is in effect for only 3 hours. The Sen
ator from Minnesota, for example, could 
speak for 3 hours on the jury trial 
amendment, and then for another 3 
hours on the substitute bill after the 
germaneness period had ended. 

I suggest that we have been put on 
notice-and I trust the Senator from 
Montana will take no offense at these 
remarks, since I know there are some 
Senators who abhor being classified as 
filibusterers-that there is likely to be a 
counterfilibuster. I will defend to the 
very last ounce of my strength the right 
of any Senator or Senators to launch a 
counterfilibuster on the floor, and I will 
vote against any attempt to impose clo
ture if any Senator sees fit to launch a 
counterfilibuster. 

Inasmuch as that is a strong possi
bility, if not a probability, I think I had 
better, before I lose the floor to the lead
ership on the substitute, discuss one of 
the many, many infirmities and injus
tices of the proposed substitute. 

AMENDMENT NO. 766 

I therefore send to the desk an 
amendment that I ask to have read, 
printed, and lie on the table, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be considered 
as having been read for all purposes in 
which the rules require reading of the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend
ment will be received, printed, and lie on 
the table. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I 
would like to have the amendment read, 
if the clerk will be kind enough to do so. 
I think there is a precedent that a Sen
ator can read an amendment on the floor 
and have it considered as read under the 
cloture motion, but I think it would be 
better to have it read by the clerk, since 
he has a better reading voice, if for no 
other reason. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Georgia will be read. 

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment to amendment No. 656, as follows: 

Mr. RussELL moves to amend amendment 
No. 656 in the nature of a substitute for 
H.R. 7152, intended to be proposed by Messrs. 
DIRKSEN, MANSFIELD, HUMPHREY, and KUCHEL, 
by striking out all of the language on line 9, 
page 17 in subparagraph (b) following the 
word "origin" and substituting a period for 
the comma after the word "origin", the lan
guage to be stricken reading as follows: "but 
'desegregation' shall not mean the assign
ment of students to public schools in order 
to overcome racial imbalance.", and by strik
ing out the language beginning on page 21, 
line 18, after the word "section" down 
through and including "standards" on line 1, 
page 22, the language to be stricken from 
the substitute bill reading as follows: "Pro
vided, That nothing herein shall empo·wer any 
official or court of the United States to issue 
any order seeking to achieve a racial balance 
in any school by requiring the transportation 
of pupils or students from one school to 
another or one school district to another in 
order to achieve such racial balance, or other
wise enlarge the existing power of the court 
to insure compliance with constitutional 
standards." 
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A SECTIONAL PROPOSAL 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 
on other occasions pointed out that this 
substitute is in many of its aspects more 
sectional in its application than the 
original bill as it passed the House of 
Representatives. 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
eliminate the triple line of defenses that 
the substitute throws out against in
tegration of any schools in the country 
outside of the Southern States by way of 
the Federal court. 

It will be noted that on page 17 of the 
substitute there is contained the lan
guage that was written into the House 
bill which provides that desegregation 
shall not mean the assignment of stu
dents to public schools in order to over
come racial imbalance. That amend
ment was adopted on the floor of the 
House. 

Those who are apprehensive about 
"bussing" students from one area of a 
city to another in order to correct racial 
imbalance evidently thought that they 
had adequate protection under this pro
vision of the bill. 

However, when the bill came to us 
from the troika committee-the Attor
ney General, the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN], and the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREYJ-we found 
they were not satisfied with that lan
guage contained in the House bill, but 
that they had gone much further. 

Senators will find that on page 21 of 
the substitute they supplemented the 
existing provision with language that 
even denies jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts to deal with de facto segregation. 
This new provision states, and I read 
from the bill: 

Nothing herein shall empower any official 
or court of the United States to issue any 
order seeking to achieve a racial balance 
in any school by requiring the transporta
tion of pupils or students from one school 
to another or one school district to another 
in order to achieve such racial balance, or 
otherwise enlarge the existing power of the 
court to insure compliance with constitu
tional standards. 

I am not sure just what that last 
phrase means, but it indicates that the 
Federal courts-as the U.S. courts are 
commonly called-are to be denied 
jurisdiction to even consider violations 
of the equal protection clause of the 14th 
amendment if it requires steps to correct 
the imbalance of the races in the schools. 

Mr. President, the amendment I am 
proposing would eliminate this provision 
from the substitute. 

OBJECTIVE OF AMENDMENT 

This amendment has two primary ob
jectives. The first is to eliminate the 
language that gives this title of the bill 
a purely sectional character, and to grant 
the Attorney General of the United 
States authority to integrate the races in 
the schools outside the South, as well as 
in the Southern States. 

The offending language that I seek to 
strike from the bill is that language 
which is designed not only to deny the 
Attorney General the power to bring a 
complaint to eliminate de facto segrega
tion created in large degree by the ac
tion of local governments, but also to 

withdraw from any of the courts of the 
United States jurisdiction over any com
plaint that might involve outright and 
rank segregation in defiance of the 
Supreme Court's construction of the 
equal protection clause of the 14th 
amendment. 

The more we read and study this sub
stitute, the more it becomes obvious that 
there should be more debate on the bill. 
It is all the more imperative that the 
Senate vote down this effort to gag the 
Senate so that we can continue to study 
the substitute and point out the infirmi
ties in it, injustices in it, and the pure
ly political provisions that are designed 
to protect all of the States, except the 
Southern States, from the application of 
the power of the Attorney General to 
integrate the schools. 

Mr. President I point out also that the 
original bill as it came over from the 
House contained language which de
clared that it was a matter of public pol
icy of the United States to achieve de
segregation in public education. That 
appears on page 17 of the original bill, 
at lines 16, 17, and 18. 

The original bill provides that the At
torney General may, under certain cir
cumstances, "initiate and maintain ap
propriate legal proceedings for relief and 
that the institution of an action will 
materially further the public policy of 
the United States favoring the orderly 
achievement of desegregation in public 
education." 

NO EFFECT ON IMBALANCE 

When the troika committee rewrote 
the bill, they eliminated the language 
that declared that it was the public pol
icy of the United States to achieve de
segregation in public education. They 
did that as well as to deny jurisdiction 
to the Federal courts to deal with cases 
to correct de facto segregation that as a 
practical matter sprang from the action 
of local government. They did this de
spite the fact that the House of Repre
sentatives had already written a pro
vision into the bill providing that the 
correction of racial imbalance would not 
come within the scope of the bill. They 
threw up three lines of fortification to 
make sure that no school outside the 
South would be desegregated by the At
torney General under the vast powers 
that would be granted to him in the 
bill. 

Is it not strange that the House bill 
declared it to be a matter of public 
policy for the Federal Government to 
achieve desegregation in public educa
tion, but when the troika commenced to 
get votes from the border States for the 
bill-which is really 11 bills in 1-this 
language is missing from the substitute? 

Instead of saying that it is a matter 
of public policy, they now propose to say 
that the Attorney General may bring an 
action to bring about orderly achieve
ment o.f desegregation in public educa
tion, but only if such actions are directed 
toward the Southern States. That 
strong language, declaring school de
segregation to be a matter of public 
policy, went by the ·boards when it was 
decided that they would even deny the 
Federal courts jurisdiction over any pro
ceeding, and would prohibit the issuing 

of any order that seeks to achieve racial 
balance by transporting the stud.:mts 
from one school to another, or from one 
school district to another. 

TEST OF SINCERITY 

This amendment will test the sincerity 
of those who from day to day, month to 
month, and year to year have arisen on 
this floor to proclaim their support of 
racial equality, of social equality, of "to
getherness," if you please, between the 
races in every activity of life. If this 
provision remains in the bill, one-half of 
the Negroes living in the United States 
will be denied the social equality and the 
association that the Supreme Court said 
in the Brown case were essential to their 
welfare, and that they could attain only 
by attending school with white children. 
One-half of the Negroes in the United 
States, living outside the South, will re
ceive no protection from the vast grant 
of power to the Attorney General which 
the bill would give to permit him to bring 
suits to achieve what, in the House bill, 
was declared to be a public policy of 
desegregation in education. 

It is no secret that the primary aim 
and desire of the Negro citizen in such 
great metropolitan centers as New York, 
Chicago, Cleveland, Philadelphia, and 
Los Angeles is to eliminate the de facto 
segregation that occurs by virtue of the 
residential patterns in those areas. This 
de facto segregation in many cases is the 
result of an act of local government in 
defining school districts. Therefore it is, 
in effect, action by the State to impose 
segregation in the public schools. Under 
the language of the substitute bill as 
written by the troika committee, the 
Attorney General is not only prevented 
from bringing suit, but the parents of the 
children themselves cannot be heard in 
court. They are denied that right be
cause of this added language which says 
that: 

Nothing herein shall empower any official 
or court of the United States to issue any 
order seeking to achieve a racial balance in 
any school by requiring the transportation 
of pupils or students from one school to 
another. 

The fact that the demand of the Negro 
parents to end de facto segregation has 
not been met in these cities has prompted 
many of the largest demonstrations that 
we have seen in recent months. 

I say that the Negroes outside the 
South are entitled to know whether their 
representatives in Congress are sincere 
in their protestations of interest and 
desire to see them achieve their goals, 
and whether they will vote to eliminate 
this provision, which will perpetuate seg
regation in the large cities of this land. 
or whether they are merely interested in 
securing the Negro vote by requiring in 
the Southern States a social order which 
they are not willing to apply to their own 
children. 

I well remember some discussion on the 
fioor after the Brown case decision, when 
some of us suggested that we deny juris
diction to the Federal courts to invade 
States to prescribe the method of opera
tion of their schools which were sup
ported solely by State or local funds. 
We were soundly criticized at that time 
by some of those who are now supporting 
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this triple line of fortification to prevent 
integration in the areas where they live. 
Those of us who made the suggestion at 
that time were attacked for implied criti
-cism of the courts and the Attorney Gen
eral by the very people who today would 
deny jurisdiction to the Federal courts 
to eliminate segregation in their own 
·cities. 

FEDERAL CONTROL OPPOSED 

I wish to make it perfectly clear that 
I am wholly and unalterably opposed to 
the use of Federal power to interfere in 
any degree with self-government in this 
country. If there' is one control which 
addresses itself directly to the local com
munities, it is the control of their schools, 
which are financed by funds from the 
taxes which they raise themselves and 
which do not come from the Federal 
Government. 

I feel that the decision in the Brown 
case is not only a judicial perversion of 
the Constitution of the United States, 
but that it is also very poor public pol
icy. It is poor public policy to make 10 
percent of the people of our country feel 
that they are incapable of enjoying citi
zenship, that their children cannot learn 
unless they are sitting in a schoolroom 
with a white child. 

I have noticed from time to time, with 
considerable admiration, that there are 
some members of the Negro race who 
have not been afraid to be called Uncle 
Toms, and who have asserted that they 
regard it as a reflection on them to say 
that their children cannot learn in a 
school unless they are sitting with a 
white child, or that there is a stigma of 
inferiority attached to being in a school
room with members of their own race. 

DIRECTED AT SOUTH 

It is now proposed that Congress go all 
out in demanding the application of the 
harshest and most punitive provisions to 
people who happen to live in the South
€rn States. 

When racial problems arise outside 
the South, when they affect people in 
'Other areas of the country, there is a 
very strong disposition on the part of 
the court and of Congress to sweep them 
under the rug and to forget about them. 

Mr. President, for that reason the At
torney General and his supporting . 
€chelons in the Department of Justice 
feel much more at home in enforcing 
social equality and race mixing in the 
South than in any other communities. 

For that reason we find that other 
communities, the large cities of the 
land-Boston, Philadelphia, New York, 
Chicago, and others-are put beyond the 
reach of this proposed law. 

Desegregation is · not to be public pol
icy there because the Federal courts 
would be forbidden to issue even a Fed
eral order which would require desegre
gation, no matter what the circum
stances, if it is the result of the pattern 
of population. 

Mr. President, the vote on this amend
ment, in my opinion, will be about as fair 
a test as we can have of whether the 
advocates of total and complete inte
gration and race mixing are sincere in 
their position. Nothing, in my opinion, 
more clearly demonstrates the sectional 
nature of the bill than the means to 

CX--733 

which the sponsors are compelled to re
sort in order to get the votes to gag the 
Senate by these changes that were 
made in title IV to confine desegregation 
of public education very largely to the 
Southern States, where the residential 
pattern is different from that in the 
large cities. This also demonstrates the 
extent to which the South is used as a 
political football by both parties and 
how it is to be the whipping boy in the 
national conventions and on the floors 
of Congress. . 

The troika was not satisfied with the 
language: "but 'desegregation' shall not 
mean the assignment of students to pub
lic schools in order to overcome racial 
imbalance." 

They went further by including this 
language: 

Provided, That nothing herein shall em
power any official or court of the United 
States to issue any order seeking to achieve 
a racial balance in any school by requiring 
the transportation of pupils or students from 
one school to another or one school district 
to another in orderr to achieve such racial bal
ance, or otherwise enlarge the existing power 
of the court to insure compliance with con
stitutional standards. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF NEW LANGUAGE 

I ask Senators to note the significance 
of that language. The courts could not 
go one step beyond the decisions involv
ing the desegregation of southern 
schools "or otherwise enlarge the exist
ing power of .the court to insure compli
ance with constitutional standards." 

In other words, if the Constitution is 
being violated, and the Supreme Court 
has not overcome it in the segregation 
cases, the courts must hereafter stand 
eternally mute; they cannot enlarge the 
existing power of the court. That means 
the decisions that they have handed 
down up until this time. 

So I say that nothing could more 
clearly illustrate the fact that the draft
ers of the substitute and many of the 
supporters of the bill are strongly in 
favor of desegregation everywhere except 
in the community in which they reside, 
everywhere except among the constitu
ents to whom they must look for ap
proval if they hope to return to the Sen
ate. They do not intend to have their 
children subjected to the long arm of 
the Federal Government ·and the vast 
power of the Federal Government, sup
ported by the Army and Navy and Air 
Force and Federal marshals. They do 
not intend to have the forces of the 
Federal Government come into their 
areas, to impose on themselves the com
pulsion that they seek to impose upon 
the white people of the Southern States. 

As I see it, this is one of the most 
palpable efforts on the part of some Sen
ators to protect their people from a con
dition which they intend to impose on 
others that has ever been witnessed in 
the Senate. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield before he leaves that 
point? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. I had almost 
concluded my remarks. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thought the Senator 
had. 

The Senator has referred to the new 
provision in the amendment in the na-

ture of a substitute that proposes to 
limit, as I understand, the jurisdiction 
and power of the Federal courts. Does 
the Senator believe that that provision 
is based upon the Constitution, which 
gives Congress the power to limit the 
jurisdiction and powers of the Federal 
courts? 

Mr. RUSSELL. What other purpose 
can it have? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator has made 
a powerful statement. I think he is 
correct. 

Mr. RUSSELL. As I said, when the 
Brown case decision was handed down, 
there was a discussion about undertaking 
to utilize the power of Congress to regu
late the jurisdiction of the courts in that 
instance. Those who made the sugges
tion were berated; it was said that they 
did not trust the courts, because they 
were undertaking to limit the power of 
the Federal judiciary. 

But now the very ones who made those 
statements are supporting a provision 
that would deny jurisdiction to the Fed
eral courts to desegregate schools in their 
own areas, due to the residential pat
terns, ofttimes encouraged by local or
dinances and ofttimes resulting from the 
definition of the lines of school districts, 
while applying such jurisdiction 
throughout the Southern States, where 
the population pattern is entirely differ
ent. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator be
lieve that the language in the proposed 
amendment would limit the courts and 
that they would no longer have any 
power to sign decrees that would change 
those districts? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The language pro
vides that nothing shall be done that 
would otherwise enlarge the existing 
power of the court in such areas. It is 
undoubtedly an attempt to do what the 
Senator suggests. 

Under the Constitution, Congress has 
the power, but it is a sad commentary 
on the sense of fairness of our people 
that that power should be utilized so 
unfairly against one section of the coun
try, largely for political purposes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is it not true that un
der this language, the Brown case, the 
desegregation cases, and the cases de
cided thereunder would be frozen as they 
stand now? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is undoubtedly 
the purpose of the language. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is true. 
Mr. RUSSELL. I do not believe there 

is any doubt about it. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Georgia yield? 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Is it not true that 

when colored people move into New 
York, Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, 
and Baltimore, they congregate in cer
tain sections? They segregate them
selves, do they not? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is largely true. 
I do not think the segregation is alto
gether voluntary in all instances. As a 
practical matter, such sections are the 
only residential areas available to them. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. But that is the sit
uation in which they find themselves, 1a 
it not? 
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Mr. RUSSELL. That is true. We 
find them located in such areas in all 
the great cities-Philadelphia, St. Louis, 
Boston, New York, Los Angeles. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. In the South, all 
over the countryside, the white people 
and the colored people live among one 
another. Therefore, the amendment 
crucifies us, so to speak, with respect to 
integration, but leaves out entirely those 
places where the people have already 
segregated themselves. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor
rect. That is the very point I have been 
endeavoring to make. I completely 
agree with the Senator from South Caro
lina. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator has 

rendered a real service in emphasizing 
this situation. Does he recall the diffi.
culties that occurred in Cleveland a 
month or so ago? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Does the Senator 

recall that they arose because five new, 
modern schools were being built in an 
area which was heavily segregated, and 
the Negroes were protesting because they 
would be "frozen" in that condition? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 
They said they had been "frozen" in a 
ghetto, populationwise, and that the 
new schools would deny them the privi
lege of having their children attend 
school with white children. Due to the 
residential pattern the new schools would 
be available only to the Negroes. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Would not the lan
guage of the proposed amendment insure 
a perpetuation of that situation? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is true. That 
is the very point I am endeavoring to 
make. Does not the Senator from Ala
bama recall that this was one of the 
warmest issues in the great city of New 
York? Fifteen thousand mothers-

Mr. SPARKMAN. White mothers. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Fifteen thousand 

white mothers walked in the snow to 
protest any action to correct the imbal
ance by the assignment of children to 
schools outside their residential areas. 

The proposed amendment in the na
ture of a substitute would protect them 
in that. It would protect the situation 
in Cleveland, as it would in New York. 
It directs the whole power of the Fed
eral Government at the South. The 
Senator from Alabama well knows that, 
particularly in the rural communities 
and the small towns, the two races-

Mr. SPARKMAN. Live in the same 
general neighborhood. 

Mr. RUSSELL. In the same general 
neighborhood. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does the Senator 
from Georgia recall the diffi.culties that 
Chicago has had during the last 2 or 3 
years, arising from this very situation? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, they have 
had this trouble. The provision in this 
language forever bars the door to more 
than half the Negroes living in this coun
try to any remedy whatever at the hands 
of the Federal courts from de facto 
segregation, segregation that, in many 
cases, is just as total and complete as it 

was when it was under the separate but 
equal doctrine of the laws of the South
em States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does the Senator 
recall the report of the Civil Rights Com
mission to the effect that Chicago was 
the most highly segregated city in the 
United States? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes, I do. I have 
heard that from other sources, as well. 
I am not inclined always to accept every
thing the Civil Rights Commission says 
as fact. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Neither am I. But 
the people who are pushing this proposal 
credit the Civil Rights Commission with 
that statement. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The language would 
make it impossible for the Attorney Gen
eral-and he was a party to it-to bring 
a suit to seek to eliminate the de facto 
segregation that has been said by the 
Senator, and even by the Civil Rights 
Commission, to be in some cases as totally 
complete as it was in the South under 
the separate-but-equal doctrine. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Would not this 
provision, if enacted, insure a continua
tion of ghettos and highly segregated 
areas, such as Harlem, that have been 
mentioned? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It would confine the 
activities of the Attorney General and 
all of his subordinates and minions to 
the Southern States. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. My colleague has 

rendered outstanding service in putting 
his finger on the language that would 
preserve segregation and segregated 
schools outside the South. Substan
tially the same language is also contained 
in virtually every other title of the bill. 

Is it not true that the language in vir
tually every title, leaves to the option 
and discretion of the Attorney General 
the designation of the cities, counties, 
and States in which he will bring a suit? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It undoubtedly would 
give him wider authority and greater 
power than any one man has ever exer
cised in this country, including the Presi
dent of the United States in time of war; 
but the language as I read it does not 
give him any option. 

Mr. TALMADGE. It excludes the op
tion. 

Mr. RUSSELL. It excludes the option. 
This is the only case in which the At
torney General is not trusted. Appar
ently he did not trust himself or had 
some other reason for supporting this 
language. This language certainly will 
result in perpetuating segregation in 
Boston, where there is de facto segrega
tion. But the other provisions of the 
bill give the Attorney General unlimited, 
unbridled power to determine of his own 
volition what the law is before he starts 
to enforce it. 

Mr. TAL.."MADGE. Could not the A·t
tomey General state that the law would 
be enforced in State X but would not be 
enforced in State Y? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not think he 
would make such a statement, but he 
could follow that policy. 

Mr. TALMADGE. By making a de
termination in exercising his own judg
ment, as the bill provides for? 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no question 
about it. 

Mr. TALMADGE. He could decide 
that he would bring a suit in one city or 
fail to bring a suit in another ci·tY, could 
he not? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, the Sen
ator is absolutely correct. Not only that, 
but the original draft contained a provi
sion that the Attorney General of the 
United States could .write a letter to the 
attorney general of .any State and ab
solve that State from the voting provi
sions of the bill, even though the State 
had a literacy test. That provision has 
been changed in the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute by providing that 
the Attorney General must make a con
tract or agreement with the State. 

Mr. TALMADGE. In other words, the 
Attorney General is authorized to ex
clude the consideration of de facto seg
regation in areas outside the South. 

Mr. RUSSELL. No free government 
has ever voted any such power to any 
official anywhere, to my knowledge. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The remainder of 
the bill gives the Attorney General power 
to proceed in such cases or places as he 
sees fit. I ask the Senator to look at the 
language on page 12, in title II, section 
206(a) : 

SEC. 206. (a) Whenever the Attorney Gen
eral has reasonable cause to believe-

In other words, the Attorney General 
would exercise the sole option-
that any person or group of persons is en
gaged in a pattern or practice of resistance 
to the full enjoyment of any of the rights 
secured by this title-

So the Attorney General would make 
the determination as to whether to pro
ceed or to fail to proceed, solely accord
ing to his own discretion; is that cor
rect? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; and the Attorney 
General would also determine, solely for 
himself, whether discrimination existed. 

Mr. TALMADGE. But "discrimina
tion" is not defined in the bill; is it? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No; and no attempt 
is made in the bill to define it. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I thank my col
league for his able statement. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, wUl 

the Senator from Georgia yield briefly to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAL
TERS in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Georgia yield to the Senator from 
Missouri? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the able 
Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I did not hear all 
the discussion. Will the Senator from 
Georgia state again why he believes that 
the bill now contains a provision that no 
Federal official or Federal court in a 
State shall have the right to take action 
in the case of racial imbalance in the 
schools? Will the Senator from Georgia 
state why the bill now is written in that 
way? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I think that provision 
appears in the bill in order to get it down 
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to a matter of practical politics; in other 
words, I believe it is included in the bill 
in order to obtain sufficient votes to be 
able to impose cloture and thus to gag 
the Senate. That is the purpose of that 
provision; it is included in order to as
sure northern Senators that beyond 
peradventure, in their States de facto 
segregation cannot be touched by means 
of this bill. Those Senators were not 
satisfied with the provision which was 
included in the House-passed version of 
the bill; so the bill as it now stands goes 
further, and denies Federal officials and 
Federal courts jurisdiction of that ques
tion. 

Perhaps the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. HUMPHREY] did not particularly 
relish the inclusion of that provision; but 
it was included in order to obtain suffi
cient votes to be able to gag the Senate. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield fur
ther tome? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Some of us have 

felt that in parts of the country things 
were not proceeding in accordance with 
the Constitution. Regardless of whether 
we were correct or incorrect in holding 
that belief, at least that is the way we 
felt. So in the past we voted to increase 
the power of the proper officials and the 
Federal courts. 

But-as I follow the Senator's state
ment-this amendment appears to re
duce the power of the officials in ques
tion or the power of any Federal court. 
Therefore, this provision would be a re
versal of the effort made in the past, 
would it not? Is that a correct analysis 
of the provision? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. It is a definite 
limitation, on the power of the Federal 
courts and even the power of the Attor
ney General to bring about desegregation 
in schools outside the South, whereas the 
remainder of the bill is for the purpose 
of increasing the power of the Federal 
courts and the power of the Attorney 
General over many facets of our daily 
lives and our free enterprise system. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. Mc
GovERN in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bayh 
Beall 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Edmondson 

[No. 262 Leg.] 
Ellender 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
McNamara 

Metcalf 
Mlller 
Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskle 
Nelson 
Neuberger 
Pearson 
Proxmire 
Rlbicoff 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smathers 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 

Walters Yarborough Young, Ohio 
Wllliams, Del. Young, N. Oak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

ITALIAN REPUBLIC'S BIRTHDAY 
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, today is 

the 18th anniversary of the founding of 
Italy's Republic. 

On this occasion I wish to extend my 
congratulations to the people of Italy 
and to the Americans of Italian descent. 

One of these, a constituent and a good 
friend, Hon. Samuel A. Culotta, is today 
at the White House for a meeting with 
the President of the United States. Mr. 
Culotta fs there in his capacity as grand 
venerable of the Order of the Sons of 
Italy, Maryland chapter, and national 
deputy of the order. The Order of the 
Sons of Italy is a distinguished Italian 
American organization which has proved 
to be one of our great patriotic organiza
tions. 

Mr. President, all peoples and nations 
suffered during the last war, but the peo
ple of Italy were suffering under the 
harsh and dictatorial Fascist regime long 
before the outbreak of that war. For 
nearly two decades these fine, spirited, 
and deeply religious people were forced 
to live under regimentation. 

The Fascist regime proved its inability 
to act in the best interest of the Italian 
nation. When the people realized that 
such was the case, the Fascist regime 
was overthrown, and gradually a demo
cratic government was instituted. That 
was done in an orderly manner on June 
2, 1946. In a freely and fairly conduct
ed election, the Italian people chose to 
live under a republican form of govern
ment, and thus established the Republic 
of Italy 18 years ago. 

The road of democracy in Italy has 
been difficult. Many obstacles had to be 
overcome. Many hardships have been 
suffered by Italians who have fought for 
liberty against oppression. 

Italians remember this day, and out
standing is their gratitude to the states
men who successfully established a new 
democratic government without blood
shed. 

We Americans viewed this vote of con
fidence in democracy by the Italian peo
ple with understanding and admiration. 
Further, our· foreign policy was then 
geared to mutual assistance with Italy, 
which action gave support to the new 
Republic's rise to maturity. 

Under the leadship of the statesman 
Alcide de Gasperi, the infant Republic 
strengthened its position and became an 
ally of the United States in the fight 
against communism. 

The friendship between the United 
States and Italy has been evidenced in 
many ways during the past 18 years. 
Italy has been an indispensable partner 
in the European recovery program and 
in the North Atlantic Alliance. 

Italy's identification with the aims of 
Western democracies has been rea:tnrmed 
by its leaders throughout this period. 

Only a short time after the birth of 
the new Republic, Italy supplied its full 
quota of 12 divisions for the North At
lantic Trea~y Organization. Italy was 

among the first to honor its commit-. 
ments. 

Our partnership with Italy has shown 
itself to be firmly rooted and capable 
of dealing harmoniously with interna-
tional issues as they arise. · 

For a long time Italy was denied 
United Nations membership by the So
viet veto. However, with constant sup
port from the United States, Italy finally 
achieved U.N. membership. 

Today, Italy is bringing her full meas
ure of strength to the solution of the 
free world's problems. That she is ready 
to do so is a tribute to the vitality of her 
people and the vlsion of her Government. 

On the occasion of the visit of former 
Prime Minister Fanfani with President 
Eisenhower in July of 1958, a White 
House press release said: 

'I'he President and the Italian Prime Min
ister reatfirmed 'the dedication of their coun
tries to the North Atlantic Alliance and to 
the United Nations, established to defend 
the peace and protect the rights of people 
to live in freedom under the government of 
their own choosing. They reiterated their 
firm convictions that the combined strength 
and consistent action of the free and inde
pendent countries of the North Atlantic Al
liance are vital to the peace and security, 
and will remain a cornerstone of their foreign 
policies. 

Prime Minister Fanfani acknowledged 
before this body the appreciation of Italy 
for the support and assistance of the 
United States. He further assured us of 
Italy's firm desire to reciprocate. He 
said that Italy intends to give within 
the limits of her power, to the end that 
she will do her full part in averting from 
other areas of the world that danger of 
Communist subversion which has been 
averted in Italy. 

The Republic of Italy has been, for 
the past 18 years, a battleground against 
the spread of communism. 

I should like to discuss briefly some of 
Italy's gifts to our United States. Any 
schoolboy will tell us, of course, that 
Christopher Columbus discovered Amer
ica, and that the very name "America" 
is derived from that of an Italian map
maker and navigator, Amerigo Vespucci. 
In addition, there have been such men as 
Cabot, who laid the foundation for Erig
lish settlements in this country; Verraz
zono, discoverer of New York Bay; and 
Malespina, who explored the West. Nor 
can we forget that Paoli Busti founded 
Buffalo; Father Cataldo, Spokane; Henry 
DiTonti, Detroit. There are many 
others. 

We in the United States are fortunate 
that many Italians have migrated to our 
shores. I am proud to say that many 
have chosen to settle in Maryland. 
People of Italian ancestry have made a 
significant contribution to the develop-
ment of our State. · 

History has repeatedly evidenced the 
strength of purpose, the quality, and the 
genius of the Italians. Their contribu
tion to the culture, th~ arts, the sciences, 
the industry, and the agriculture of 
nearly every country in the world-the 
Old World and the New World as well
is immeasurable. 

As we celebrate this anniversary, we 
recognize these accomplishments, and we 
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reaffirm the bonds of friendship, respect, 
loyalty, and purpose which Americans 
share with the men and women of Italy, 
and with their Republic which stands as 
a vital ally. 

It is with pleasure that I publicly ac
knowledge the friendship, confidence, and 
mutual aims shared by the United States 
and Italy on the occasion of the 18th 
anniversary of the Republic of Italy. I 
am confident that this body joins with 
me in extending congratulations and best 
wishes to the Italian people and to their 
leaders. 

At this time I would like to extend my 
congratulations and best wishes to Italy's 
Ambassador to the United States, His 
Excellency Sergio Fenoaltea. 

It is consistent with the best interests 
of the United States and with our prin
ciples and philosophy of government to 
honor a Republic which since its birth 
18 years ago, has been a stanch ally and 
friend. 

HAITI: A CASE STUDY IN FREEDOM 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an article entitled ''Haiti: A 
Case Study in Freedom," written by 
Robert D. Heinl, Jr., and published in 
the New Republic of May 16, 1964. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HAITI: A CASE STUDY IN FREEDOM 

(By Robert Debs Heinl, Jr.) 
("Travel and adventure" was the appeal on 

every recruiting poster when I entered the 
Marine Corps from Yale in 1937; and when I 
got orders in 1958 to head a U.S. military 
mission to Haiti, that was what the assign
ment promised. To participate in nation 
building, to serve in the eye of the Caribbean 
storm which was plainly blowing up, was 
a real challenge. 

(I soon learned why the United States was 
sending a military mission to a country that 
needs a fighting army about as much as does 
Rhode Island. Haiti's armed forces are not 
only the fulcrum of the country's internal 
stability, but also an important agency for 
progress. Besides police work, they deal with 
communications, rural medical service, im
migration, prisons, lighthouse service, the 
national airline, Coast Guard, commercial 
ship repair. My job was to help the Haitian 
military do these jobs better and at the 
same time get them back into trim as a force 
capable of holding off coups at home as well 
as adventures by Premier Fidel. Castro. 

(But President Duvalier wanted us only 
as a show of U.S. support for his regime. As 
soon as he found that I would not allow 
American m111tary aid to be misused to en
hance his personal power and that we were 
bent on rebuilding his army around a pro
fessionally trained corps of honest, patriotic 
young officers and NCO's, his interest cooled. 
After 4 years of ever-increasing obstruction 
and, at the last, of overt Duvalierist anti
Americanism, I felt like a doctor transfusing 
blood into one arm of a failing patient while 
another M.D.-Dr. Duvalier-had a suction 
pump qn the other. 

(By February 1963, it became clear that 
Duvalier was more than anxious to get rid 
of our mission, representing as it did the 
American presence (and, at that time, our 
well-founded disapproval of his regime) . 
The Haitian Ambassador in Washington re
quested my recall. The only reason he could 
give our State Department was that I had 
been in Haiti more than 2 years (the normal 

tour of duty specified in the mission agree
ment). I left Haiti on March 1, 1963, with 
affection for a beautiful and tragic country 
for which I had done my best-and failed. 

(I need hardly say (as I am required to by 
Navy regulations) that the opinions ex
pressed in. this article are my own and are 
not intended to represent those of the Navy 
Department, or the Service at large. 

R.D.H., Jr.) 
Frangois Duvalier this month climaxes his 

7th year of tyranny by assuming office as 
Haiti's President for life, with his ravaged 
country worse off than at any time since 
before U.S. intervention in 1915. The United 
States has sent him a fresh Ambassador (the 
fourth in 7 years) , even though Duvalier has 
kicked out two of three predecessors. Last 
month, on receiving the Haitian Ambassador 
at the White House, President Johnson stated 
that the United States "looks forward to close 
cooperation and solidarity with the Govern
ment of Haiti"; and, to prove it, we have 
blessed a $2.6 million Inter-American Bank 
loan-a gift to Duvalier in all but name-
which underwrites an evil regime that is in 
grave financial difficulties. With Duvalier 
unctuously inviting American tourism and 
retaining a high-powered Washington lob
byist for as yet undisclosed fees, our bruited 
new policy of living with dictatorial regimes 
in Lwtin America is being used to rationalize 
the "realism" of papering over, once again, 
our failure to cope with the Duvalier regime, 
let alone the fundamental difficulties of this 
overpopulated, superimpoverished country
with or without Duvalier. 

We have given $100.8 million in aid to Haiti 
since 1945; Americans have advised, cajoled, 
pled, deplored, ineffectually threatened-and 
we are farther from attaining very modest 
objectives in and for Haiti than we were in 
1958. Still worse, we have in Frangois Du
valier a thoroughly undependable, implac
ably unfriendly, bitterly antiwhite neighbor 
who fosters internal communism as a means 
of blackmailing the Uni·ted States. 

The Windward Passage, which Haiti flanks, 
is the Gilbraltar Strait of the Caribbean. Al
most two-thirds of the Caribbean's Atlantic 
traffic goes through it. In World War II, our 
Navy had to convoy more shipping through 
the passage--against limited German subma
rine operations--than through any sea area 
except the approaches to New York. Against 
today's Communist submarines, given Cuban 
bases, any position on the Windward Pas
sage--such as Haiti-is a sensitive choke
point. 

Aside from i·ts strategic geography, Haiti 
is an agricultural country with few resources 
but climate and scenery. Its 4 million peo
ple are crammed into half the space available 
to 2.5 million Dominicans next door. With 
the highest birth rate in the hemisphere, and 
one of the world's highest, Haiti's occupancy 
of arable land compares with India and 
China. 

Haiti has the lowest individual gross na
tional product--$67-in the Americas. It is 
the only country in the hemisphere whose 
gross national product has actually declined 
during the past decade. In 1788, as a French 
colony, Haiti's exports were $41 million; in 
1961 they totaled $32 m11lion. Coffee, sugar 
and sisal are the money crops, while rice, 
resulting from years of American effort in 
the Artibonite valley, feeds those who can 
afford it. Tourism, which could outpace all 
of Haiti's agricultural earnings is, despite 
Port-au-Prince's festering slums, and 
bizarre government mismanagement, nor-
mally a major dollar earner. . 

Haiti is black Africa with a French veneer. 
About a tenth of the population are mulat
toes-mulatres, they are called-while the 
rest are black. When in power, the mulatres 
often exploited the blacks as irresponsibly 
as any colonial regime. The only general 
effort made to attack Haiti's illiteracy was 
that of the American occupation, which 

found the country 2 percent literate in 
1915, and in 1934 left it 10 percent literate. 

Ninety percent of the Haitians live in 
abject poverty, many in regions of endemic 
starvation. There is no conventional land
reform problem, that was taken care of in 
1804. But having sliced up the French and 
their estates with the machete, the Haitians 
hopelessly oversubdivided into a crazy quilt 
of uneconomic peasant garden plots. 

Slightly more than 10 percent of the people 
speak French, the official language; the rest 
speak only Creole, a pungent melange of 
west African dialects and 17th century 
French. Unfortunately, Creole is not a 
workable written tongue, so the country 
must be administered in a language spoken 
only by 1 person in 10. 

Someone has said that Haiti is 90 percent 
Catholic and 100 percent voodoo. It would 
be more realistic to estimate that 10 to 15 
percent attend church regularly, marry for
mally and have one wedded wife; the re
mainder practice voodoo and plagage, a 
legally recognized union short of marriage. 

ENDEMIC DICTATORSHIPS 

Of more than 30 presidents since 1804 
(Haiti is the second oldest "free" country in 
the hemisphere), only 3 have left office 
alive and/or voluntarily and/ or constitu
tionally. Given its illiteracy and under
development, Haiti cannot be anything but 
a dictatorship for years to come. Para
doxically, it came closest to representative 
government (including three orderly changes 
of regime) during 20 years of tranquUlity 
and prosperity imposed by the bayonets of 
a U.S. Marine brigade. 

Where we describe an administration as 
Democratic or Republican, Haitians classify 
regimes by color, as "noir" or "mulatre." 
Mulatre governments are extractive, divert
ing national revenues to the elite. Black 
governments, though amply extractive, too, 
as Duvaller has demonstrated, are usually 
retributive, and vent the blacks' resentment 
against mulatre exploitation. Racial divi
sion is Haiti's worst problem. But a Creole 
proverb defines Haiti's color barrier in a 
practical light-"a rich nair is a mulatre; a 
poor mulatre is a nair." 

Besides the racial vindictiveness which 
poisons Haitian polltics, other historical 
factors bear mention. 

One is the image of Dessalines, the black 
primitive who imparted his fury to the 1804 
revolt. It was Dessalines who created the 
national flag out of the French tricolor
by ripping out the white. As self-crowned 
emperor (like Duvalier today) , he built the 
forts whose ruins still overlook the plains; 
these fortifications were not only to keep the 
whites from ever coming back, but to pre
vent Haitians in the interior from having 
intercourse with foreigners. The image of 
Dessalines, the crafty, cruel, treacherous, 
proud African isolationist who kllled the 
whites, burnt their houses, and turned Haiti's 
face from the world, today still dominates 
the black-as distinct from mulatre--Haitian 
politicias, Duvalier included. 

Although the military have been king
makers throughout Latin America, they at
tained special dominance in Haiti because of 
lack of alternative leadership, fear of foreign 
recapture, and because of the original Code 
Rurale, which entrusted the governing of 
peasants it} the back country to the m111tary. 
Throughout Haiti's repeated transfers of 
power, the military have been both under
takers and accoucheurs of regimes. It must 
be said, however-at least since the Ameri
can occupation and until Duvalier gutted 
the Army-that they have been among the 
more responsible and realistic of Haiti's 
leaders. 

Another historically dominant element in 
Haitian politics is cacolsm. The Cacos were 
rural black mercenaries at the service of any 
incumbent or aspiring politician. With caco 
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aid, a Haitian president could assure his 
tenure so long as he paid his army and some 
opponent didn't buy off the cacos. Two· 
nationalistic caco revolts WGre quelled by 
U.S. Marines early in the American occupa
tion, and the phenomenon was considered 
dead until recently. It has been resurrected 
in Duvalier's Ton-Ton Macoute movement. 

It is incontestable that 20 years of Ameri
can occupation brought Haiti into the mod
ern world. The foundations of a previously 
nonexistent middle class were laid. Sanita
tion, national highways, telegraph, and tele
phones (Port-au-Prince in 1922 got Latin 
America's first automatic telephone system), 
scheduled steamer service, national forests, 
agricultural schooling and development, a 
nonpolitical, disciplined, professional na
tional gendarmerie-these were the peaceful 
achievements of the Marines. 

By tight, honest control of exiguous rev
enues, American financial advisers created a 
sound currency, an independent national 
bank (even a surplus), while other advisers 
shaped a career civil service. For the first 
and last time in Haitian history, three presi
dents (Barno, Vincent, and Lescot) attained 
office by constitutional means rather than a 
coup. 

The dominant American impress on Haiti 
was of power. Haitians may not always have 
liked us (though many did), but their 
respect was unquestioned. Directly related 
was an unshakable conviction, which sur
vives to this day, that the United States hav
ing done what it pleased in Haiti for two 
decades, was ultimately responsible for what
ever happened. It is a cardinal article among 
Haitians that when a regime stands, it stands 
by virtue of American support--and falls for 
lack of it. It is idle to reiterate that we have 
pursued a policy of nonintervention for the 
past 30 years; nobody in Haiti will believe 
that. 

Nor has the United States kept hands off. 
We have simply been ineffective. Despite an 
abundance of econoznic and technical assist
ance, and outright budgetary support, our 
accompanying advice has gone unheeded; 
the Haitians, while eagerly absorbing gifts 
of money and material, have profited hardly 
at all from outside counsel and example. 
The Artibonite Valley project--a TV A which 
could feed and electrify all Haiti-into 
which $22 million were sunk, is moribund 
and crumbling. The 4,000 miles of · good 
motor roads in occupat~on times have be
come 2,000 miles of mule tracks dotted by 
rusting hulks of U.S. engineer equipment 
given to Haiti. The Marine-installed tele
phones no longer ring: Port-au-Prince is 
probably the only world capital without 
telephones that work. 

No sane foreign investor will put money 
into a country already picked bare by Du
valier's henchmen, especially when, in the 
words of one foreign diplomat, "Duvalier 
is at war with the commercial and pro
ductive classes of the country." Tourism, 
which offered brilliant prospects, is out of 
the question as long as Duvalie·r militia
men arrest and maltreat foreigners at will, 
and chauffeur-guides, licensed by the re
gime, hold up tourist passengers at pistol 
point. There cannot be much hope for 
Haiti's economy until the atmosphere is 
made hospitable to foreign investment and 
tourism, and until agric1-11ture is organized 
effl.ciently-which means land reform (in the 
reverse sense) and training. 

Of some 700,000 school-age children, 100,-
000 at most are in any kind of school, and 
only about 1,200 teachers are available. 
Seventy Haitian teacher-trainers, schooled in 
the United States, have been refused em
ployment by Duvalier--ostensibly because 
the Government cannot afford to pay them 
$45 a month, really because the regime fears 
penetration by American ideas. When last 
heard from, 38 of those teachers had been 
shipped off to fight illiteracy in the Congo. 

The organization and philosophy of Hai
tian education is that of France at its 19th 
Century worst. Every Haitian schoolboy 
wants his degree in classics or philosophy 
and a white-collar job with a briefcase. The 
crying needs for vocational training, for farm 
and home schooling, for nurses and artisans, 
go unanswered. A group of 50 public health 
nurses, trained in the United States in 1961, 
is already lost, mostly to Africa. 

That Duvalier has his own ideas on edu
cation was made clear in his 1962 selection 
of medical students for the university: Of 
88 admitted, 88 were black, and at least 68 
were children of leading Duvalierists. 
Meanwhile the offspring of edugated mulatre 
families are denied exit visas to obtain 
abroad the higher education the Govern
ment denies them at home. 

CHIEF OF THE REVOLUTION 

Francois Duvalier, who has conferred 
upon himself the title "chief of the revolu
tion,'' is an M.D. by calling, an ethnologist 
by bent. He speaks bad French and bad 
Creole, almost inaudibly and in delphic 
phrases. He was once employed in the 
U.S.-aid program and received public health 
training at .the University of Michigan. He 
is an ardent practitioner of voodoo, which 
he and his followers describe as "folklore" 
(he is reported to credit voodoo spells for 
the downfall of Juan Bosch and the death 
of John F. Kennedy, both of whom opposed 
him). Judged on externals, this quiet-spo
ken, scholarly, paternal-appearing family 
doctor-married, like Dessalines, to a charm
ing mulatre-seemed the very man in 1957 
to help Haiti, not only from the U.S. view
point, but from that of Gen. Antonio 
Kebr~au, the Army Chief of Staff who had 
bossed a previous sequence of provisional 
governments and felt it was time for a re
sponsive "constitutional" president. 

But one important fact about Duvalier 
was still unknown, as belatedly disclosed by 
one of many early adherents on whom 
Duvalier later mercilessly turned, and 
finally butchered. Duvalier, while a politi
cal fugitive in the days of President Mag
liore, kept one book with him, rereading, 
quoting: · Michiaveli's "The · Prince." Du
valier is cruel, devious, xenophobic, hyper
suspicious, today a virtual recluse, utterly 
ruthless and self-consecrated to power. He 
rules by playing (and paying) off ambitious 
and greedy subordinates and factions; by 
calculating extirpation of alternative lead
ership; by fear, espionage, and every totali
tarian 'brutality; by suppressing civil liber
ties (especially freedom of the press) . His 
Ton-Ton Macoute movement (the phrase is 
Creole for "bogeyman") pervades Haiti; in 
it "Papa Doc" has created a crude and sinis
ter apparatus. As long as he controls the 
TTM's, Duvalier controls Haiti. 

A Ton-Ton Macoute is a Duvalier activist. 
In 99 cases out of 100 he is black. The 
civilian TTM can be recognized by his sharp 
clothes, dark glasses, pearl-gray homburg, 
and bulge of a pistol on his hip. (In 1962, 
lesser TTM's, unable to afford the genuine 
article, were toting toy plastic reproduc
tions.) This man is an informer, neigh
borhood boss, extortioner, bully and politi
cal pillar of the regime. Most Government 
employees, up to ministerial level, are 
TTM's (postal service sagged in 1958 when, 
in the wholesale turnover of office to Du
valierists, the TTM mail clerks could not 
read). 

Instead of pursuing the usual authori
tarian tactic of strengthening his army ·to 
uphold the regime, Duvalier, like C'astro, set 
out to wreck the regular army (whose loyalty 
he doubted) and created instead a blue
denimed civil militia, a second army of 
'ITM's. While building this militia, Duvalier 
jettisoned (and probably murdered) Gen
eral Kebreau, and has since run through 
four more Army chiefs of staff. Today, the 
M111ce Civile is 12,000 to 15,000 strong. The 

Presidential Guard-soldier-'ITM's--are bar
racked on the National Palace ground floor. 
In the palace basement, Duvalier has se
questered the entire national arsenal, includ
ing all heavy weapons belonging to the army. 
This National Palace, built in 1918, is Haiti's 
fourth. All its predecessors were destroyed 
by basement munitions explosioi!s. Today 
neither army nor Milice holds anything larger 
than rifles, and only token ammunition for 
those. 

While the Milice enables Duvalier to neu
tralize his military, it also serves-like Hit
ler's brownshirts-as a highly effective in
strument for repressing and terrifying the 
peasantry; and it is consciously dramatized 
by the regime as a resurgence of cacoism. 

Here Duvalier is playing with fire. By re
habilitating the old time caco (complete 
even to the long machete and traditional 
red scarf) , the regime terrifies the propertied 
elite. But for how much longer? Here are 
at least 12,000 illiterate peasants, armed 
for the first time, their simple natures in
flamed by repeated injunctions of racial hate. 
and their imaginations roused by the tempta
tion of power. Because Papa Doc gives them 
money, rum, and authority, the TTM's are 
his. But what happens when he runs out 
of money or when-as in caco times-another 
employer wins them over? Should Duvalier 
die or be assassinated, wlll these miliciens 
remember Dessalines' war cry against the 
whites-"Cut off their heads; burn their 
houses"? 

As one of two proclaimed dictators re
maining in the OAS, Duvalier plays a lonely 
role in the hemisphere, while courting dis
tant African States with whom he inces
santly proclaims the brotherhood of "negri
tude." Duvalier spends money to open em
bassies in Mali, Ivory Coast, Dahomey and 
Ethiopia, and toadies to Charles de Gaulle 
(whose ancestors Dessalines butchered) in 
an attempt to wheedle economic aid the 
United States has been forced to withhold. 
His thin diplomatic corps (only 20-odd coun
tries still maintain missions in Port-au
Prince) bears the scars of expulsions or 
hasty departures. Since Duvalier's accession, 
chiefs of mission from Great Britain, Chile, 
Venezuela, Santo Domingo, the Netherlands, 
and the United States have been shown the 
door, together with numerous foreign omcials 
of lesser degree. 

The archbishop of Haiti, two bishops, and 
nearly 40 priests, including all Jesuits in the 
country, have been expelled under police 
guard. Duvalier is under excommunication 
(which doesn't bother him notably). The 
Papal Nuncio was recalled to Rome in 1962. 
Early this month, the Episcopal Church had 
its turn. After 21 years' devoted service as 
Bishop of Haiti, the Right Reverend C. A. 
Voegeli, whose contributions equal those of 
any American during the period, was ar
rested and expelled at gun point on a half
hour's notice. 

Despite better world coffee prices, Haiti's 
public debt has increased from $4.6 million 
to $44 million in the last decade, with noth
ing to show for it. Business is at a stand
still. 

The justified cutoff of U.S. aid in 1962 
diminished the flow of cash in Haiti--es
pecially through Government hands--to a 
trickle. Whether better coffee prices and 
the recent Port-au-Prince waterworks loan 
will rescue Duvalier remains to be seen; 
Washington seems to be doing its best to 
turn the tide in his favor. Although leger
demain kept the 1963 budget ($2~.8 million) 
in apparent balance, Government salaries are 
in arrears; wage earners get part of their pay 
in funny-money "Certificates for National 
Liberation," bonds redeemable 5 years from 
now (where wm Duvalier be in 5 years?). 

, Business enterprises are coerced to subscribe 
heavily for these certificates, while Govern
ment employees on some paydays receive 
blocks of lottery tickets instead of money. 
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The Banque Nationale de la Republique

one of the most solid and carefully wrought 
achievements of American occupation-is 
squarely under Duvalier's guns, fighting. a 
holding action, with International Monetary 
Fund support, to stay independent and, in
cidentally, to maintain the Haitian gourde 
(US $0.20) at its present level. Having fired 
as many old-line American-trained banque 
people as he could, Duvalier has attempted 
to pressure the survivors into opening the 
tills to the TTM's, and would, if he dared, 
end the banque's independence by absorb
ing it outright into the Hai•tian Government 
(which would also absorb the banque's re
serves into Duvalier's pockets). Only the 
Damoclean threat of withdrawal of IMF sup
port for the gourde prevents such a step. 

To sum up, Duvalier runs as tight a dic
tatorship as Haitian inefficiency permits; the 
regime's philosophy reflects Duvalier's op
portunistic megalomania and racism, and 
little else; it is buttressed by an apparatus 
which infiltrates and divides all levels of 
Haitian society, and probably precludes, at 
least for now, any unsupported internal ac
tion to get rid of Duvalier. 

Duvalier's apologists frequently assert that 
he alone stands between Haiti and commu
nism. Because Haiti is only 90 miles from 
Cuba and is appallingly poor, the assertion 
is worth examining. 

Haiti is a one-party state. There have 
been no overt Communist manifestations 
(only anti-American ones) since Duvalier 
attained power. The Communist Party 
(outlawed) is small, but growing steadily 
and is certainly unhindered by Duvalier. 
One of three major labor unions is Com
munist-controlled; there is increasingly ef
fective penetration of student groups, whose 
long but finally unsuccessful strike in 1961 
posed Duvalier with one of his most serious 
challenges. Some Communist professors 
teach at the university; the principal edi
torial writer of Le Matin, a leading daily, is 
an avowed Communist. Paul Blanchet, the 
Minister of Information, along with his 
brother, Jules, also an inner circle Duvalier 
official, and Herve Boyer, Minister of Finance, 
form a Communist or crypto-Communist in
side team devoted to keeping the Duvalier 
regime at odds with the United States. 

AMERICAN AID 

Czech and Polish "trade missions" were 
welcomed by Haiti in 1962 and 1963-when, 
coincidentally, Duvalier was having a bad 
time with the United States. His cynical 
willingness in 1961 (until we paid through 
the nose) to sell to Castro Haiti's crucial 
Punta del Este vote-the OAS vote to oust 
Cuba from the Organization of American 
States-suggests Duvalier's real attitude: 
that Communism is a counter against the 
United States, and his U.N. and OAS votes 
are for sale. 

In a 1960 speech, Duvalier bitterly pro
claimed: "For 33 months, My Government 
(capitalization his] and people have lived on 
promises, Sllliles, encouragement, recom
mendations, hesitancy, long delays, and lack 
of understanding." In a year when U.S. aid 
totaled about a third of Haiti's budget, he 
taxed the United States with offering "only 
what is necessary to maintain a marginal 
standard of living." Finally, demanding "a 
massive injection of money," he warned: 
"Cooperation is not a synonym for subordi
nation." In other words, Duvalier wants 
money, lots of it, with no strings and no 
American advisers looking over his shoulder. 

According to the Clay report, Haiti tied 
with Panama for third place among the 10 
Central American and West Indian countries 
receiving U.S. assistance since 1945. Ameri
can aid has underwritten more than one
fourth of Haiti's budgets during Duvalier's 
rule . . 

Why then is Papa Doc so dissatisfied? 
Because American assistance has been 

shaped to help Haiti rather than Francois 
Duvalier. 

As soon as Duvalier recognized that the 
United States had no intention of subsidiz
ing his unplanned development schemes-all 
undertaken outside the budget and all de
signed without regard for Haiti's needs-the 
honeymoon was over. This dates from March 
1960, when, in defiance of aid agreements, 
Duvalier fired top Haitian employees of U.S.
funded projects in the Artibonite Valley and 
replaced them with 'ITM's. Before the sum
mer was over, Duvalier had also requested 
the recall of Ambassador Gerald Drew, whose 
long Haitian experience and independent, 
forceful personality the regime considered 
a liability. ironically, Ambassador Drew had 
literally saved Duvalier's life by airlifting a 
U.S. Navy cardiac team to Port-au-Prince 
after the dictator's near-fatal seizure in May 
1959. 

The reasons for American dissatisfaction 
with Duvalier are also simply stated: The 
regime is unconstitutional, uncooperative, 
unreliable, unresponsive, unfriendly, in
humane, insincere and ineffective. Amer
ican citizens have been maltreated, illegally 
arrested, held incommunicado and deported 
without explanation. American business 
interests have been shaken down for heavy 
contributions by the malodorous national 
renovation movement (one businessman 
had the shock of receiving his canceled 
check for this "worthy" enterprise returned 
with the endorsement of a mistress of Luck
ner Cambronne, cabinet minister and di
rector of the MRN). American diplomatic 
and consular officials have been harried and 
insulted in the conduct of business. It is 
doubtful if, anywhere outside the Commu
nistic bloc, the United States has had so 
many official representatives expelled without 
cause. Since 1958, two career ambassadors, 
one counselor of embassy, one AID mission 
chief, two deputy AID mission chiefs, one 
military attache, one cultural attach~. two 
naval . mission chiefs, one Air Force mis
sion chief. 

Washington's response to all" such prov
ocations has been limited and desultory. 
We did, it is true, terminate aid; the Port-au
Prince airport-bribe for Duvalier's anti
Castro OAS vote-has foundered. The mili
tary assistance program (mostly training 
and nonfighting equipment) was stopped 
in 1962, when it became clear that Duvalier 
was bent on dismembering his American
trained armed forces. Each May 22-anni
versary of Duvalier's unconstitutional 1961 
reinauguration-the U.S. Ambassador point
edly absents himself for "consultation" in 
Washington. Where, in 1963, there was a 
70-man AID mission and a m111tary mission 
almost as strong,- both are now gone-the 
one at our instance, the other at Duvalier's. 
Cruise ships usually bypass Port-au-Prince; 
tourist hotels are empty or closed. 

A year ago this month, as Duvalier's con
stitutional term expired, a Marine expedi
tionary brigade lay off Port-au-Prince in 
anticipation of bloody disorders; an OAS 
commission, frustrated at every turn, was try
ing unsuccessfully to probe Duvalier's trou
bles with Santo Domingo and his murder
ous violations of human rights; American 
dependents were evacuated. But nothing 
happened. Duvalier who, a month before, 
had been penning up mulatre hostages for 
slaughter, keyed down his terror, the Ma
rines eventually sailed north, and the de
pendents were allowed to trickle back. Am
bassador Thurston's May "consultation" in 
Washington proved permanent. Duvalier re
fused to let him come back, even to pick up 
his household effects. Haiti thereby became 
the only country in the world to have ex
pelled an Al;nerican ambassador during the 
Kennedy administration. We then shuffled 
through an "exte;nsive reappraisal" of .the 
Haitian problem, and asked Papa Doc if he 

would accept a new ambassador. Duvalier 
graciously assented, then let the new man 
cool his heels 5 weeks after arrival before 
deigning to receive him-and waited until 
4 months later before bothering to send an 
ambassador to Washington. 

WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 

It is easy to say that Duva.lier must go, 
but how? The financial squeeze imposed by 
the cutoff in U.S. aid (and his own economic 
follies) had all but cornered Duvalier, until 
the recent Port-au-Prince water system loan 
by the Inter-American Bank (which amounts 
to about 10 percent of Haiti's national 
budget). We cannot a_.ssume that when 
things get bad enough, Duvalier will give up 
and move to Paris or Algeria. He has pub
licly saJ.d that if anyone tries to topple him, 
"Blood will flow as never before. The land 
will burn from the north to the south, from 
the east to the west. There will be no sun
rise and no sunset, just one big flame licking 
the sky. It will be the greatest slaughter in 
history. There will be a Himalaya of 
corpses." 

Can the United States and the OAS stand 
a.side and let this man run his course? At 
first glance, the alternatives to Duvalier ap
pear discouraging. The elite minority enter
tains an illusory hope that somehow the 
clock can be turned back to the golden days 
of Lescot, the last mulatre president. If the 
exiles, led by Paul Magloire-one of the few 
truly popular presidents Haiti ever had
could give effective support to internal ele
ments in overthrowing Duvalier and bring in 
.a middle-class provisional government com
posed of responsible black and mulatre ele
ments, it might be possible, with U.S. support, 
to turn Haiti back on the path of progress. 
But is that possible? 

Of course the United States-like De 
Gaulle in Gabon-could nerve itself to an 
act of gunboat diplomacy (an act, not the 
mere threat of an act). One such resolute 
puff would blow down Duvalier's house. But 
is military intervention compatible with 
America's broader international commit
ments? And in this election year, is any such 
initiative imaginable against the hemi
sphere's only colored country? 

The irony of our impasse with Duvalier Is 
that, in eschewing old-fashioned gunboat 
diplomacy, we have foreclosed surgery which 
could relieve Haiti of sore burdens and per
mit us to resume aid where so despel"ately 
needed. Yet our craving to be liked, rather 
than respected, deters us. Even so, short 
of outright intervention, certain measures 
could be taken. 

We must first dismiss the micawberish 
notion that somehow we can live with Du
valier. Nobody can. Ask the Haitians. Ask 
our past three ambassadors. We must also 
give up the illusion that we can take Duvalier 
to the momitaintop and show him the vision 
of what American aid might bring to Haiti, 
and of himself enshrined in history as a 
modern King Henry Christophe. The only 
view from Papa Doc's mountain is unending 
power fueled by cruelty, betrayal, and exploi
tation. 

We should reestablish unrelenting eco
nomic pressure on Duvalier. No foreign aid, 
no jet airport, no highways, no waterworks 
for Port-au-Prince. Hard though it may 
seem, there must for the present be no Amer
ican help in recovering from the damage of 
hurricane Flora. It makes no sense for the 
International Monetary Fund to continue 
supporting the gourde. Withdrawal of IMF 
support would be a thunderbolt which alone 
might strike Duvaller down. We should dis
courage travel to Haiti. Visits by American 
warships (a considerable dollar source) 
should be only those required for protection 
of U.S. interests. Major American investors 
(such as the Haitian-American Sugar Co.) 
wlw have reached quiet accommodations 
with Duvalier, should be persuaded to harden 
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their hearts. The international oil com
panies, for example, could paralyze Haiti, 
which has no refineries, in a fortnight. 

Given the unsatisfactory history of past 
diplomatic relations with Duvalier, it seems 
incredible that we have sent in another am
bassador. Why enable Duvalier to crow over 
still another capitulation? Sending an am
bassador was playing Duvalier's game while 
serving no significant interest of the United 
States-unless, as President Johnson's pro
nouncement suggests, we really have made 
up our minds, once and for all, to live with a 
squalid dictatorship. 

We should establish contact with, encour
age, and support Duvalier's responsible oppo
nents both inside and outside Haiti. We 
should do this firmly and without hesitancy. 
We should think ahead-aloud-about what 
the United States could do for Haiti were 
Duvalier replaced by a more responsible 
leader. 

To date, no Haitian has emulated the East 
German or Hungarian patriots by attack
ing Duvalier's rickety tanks with stones or 
Molotov cocktails, and until Haitians them
selves take the first steps, the hemisphere · 
is powerless. But when enough Haitians 
have had enough of Franc;ois Duvalier, then 
the world can help. The instant Haiti 
awakens, we must be on the qui vive to sus
tain and befriend a new government, by 
armed intervention if need be, and whether 
such action is universally applauded or not. 

Is all this too much? Must the Haitian 
problem always be swept under the rug? 
Those who love Haiti, with all her faults and 
all her woes, can only hope. 

BIRTHDAY ~VERSARY OF 
EDUARD BENES, GREAT LEADER 
OF FREE CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, Eduard 

Benes, free Czechoslovakia's great lead
er, was born on May 28, 1884, in a vil
lage of Bohemia. He grew up during 
the waning years of the Hapsburg's dual 
monarchy, and his contribution to the 
cause of human liberty and national in
dependence should be recalled by those 
of us who can bear witness to it. There
fore, I wish to recognize this 80th anni
versary of his birth and to remark briefly 
on his life. 

Despite a humble village origin, Benes 
managed to educate himself sufficiently 
to attend university in Prague. From 
there, he pursued studies with an eager 
intellect, moving to the Sorbonne and 
the Ecole des Sciences Politiques in Paris. 
His academic interest was based upon 
economics and sociology, both of which 
he ultimately taught in Prague. His 
major extracurricular interest was the 
young Czech nationalist movement. 
When World War I broke out, Benes, at 
age 30, was the close companion and as
sistant of the great Czechoslovak hero, 
Thomas Masaryk. Together they worked 
for, and ultimately won, Allied recogni
tion for their movement. At the war's 
end, Benes attended the peace confer
ence and was, in fact, a signer of the 
Versailles Treaty. In 1921, a government 
for the new Republic was formed and 
Benes became Foreign Minister. As 
such, he played a leading role in the 
complicated diplomacy of the postwar 
period. His conduct of foreign policy 
was realistic and competent. 

No one was more qualified to succeed 
Masaryk to the presidency in 1935, and 

the people of Czechoslovakia elected 
Benes with tremendous enthusiasm. His 
new office was fraught with difficulty as 
he faced opposition from two fronts. The 
Communists used every means at hand to 
deflate his popularity and undermine his 
fine, progressive program. On the other 
hand, the Nazis expended their energy 
on stirring the Sudeten Germans as an 
excuse for annexation, and the resultant 
violation of the young Republic was a 
crime for which the world paid in blood. 

After the Munich accord, Benes re
signed and visited for a short time in the 
United States. During 1939 and 1940 he 
taught at the University of Chicago, as 
Masaryk had done before him. Students 
now at the university are reminded of 
Masaryk's years there by the statue of 
him which stands near the east end of the 
Midway. 

During the war years, Benes spent a 
great deal of time in England where he 
was ·the leader of the Czech Government 
in exile. 

There was not a victorious outcome for 
Eduard Benes. He lived to see the war 
won by the Allies and his beloved coun
try overrun by the old enemy, commu
nism. But it was a valiant and right
minded life. He worked tirelessly for his 
people, for their freedom and their wel
fare. And his courageous stand for 
Czechoslovakia's national integrity while 
under continuous fire from the right and 
the left will never be forgotten. 

AGENCIES CAN SAVE MILLIONS OF 
DOLLARS BY IMPROVING POLI
CIES IN USE OF AUTOMATIC DATA 
PROCESSING EQUIPMENT 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a very 

encouraging article by Mr. Robert 
Dietsch appeared recently in the Wash
ington Daily News. He reports that the 
administration is pressing a campaign to 
secure better judgments in acquiring and 
using computers or automatic data proc
essing equipment. 

I am delighted to see this article. For 
months I have been urging Senate action 
on my bill, S. 1577, to authorize the Ad
ministrator of General Services to coor
dinate and otherwise provide for the 
economic and efficient purchase, lease, 
maintenance, operation, and utilization 
of automatic data processing equipment 
by Federal departments and agencies. 
This bill was drafted by the General Ac
counting Office at my request following 
hearings by the Joint Economic Commit
tee last year. The proposed methods for 
tightening up administrative policies in 
this matter which Mr. Dietsch discusses 
are similar to the provisions of s. 1577. 
I hope that the new interest of the ad
ministration in these economies will lead 
to renewed interest by the Congress in 
S. 1577 and in the House-passed legis
lation developed in the subcommittee 
chaired by Representative BRooKs. 

Mr. Dietsch points out that the Fed
eral Government is the single largest 
user of ADP equipment and will have 
spent about $820 million on computers 
by the end of this fiscal year. As a result 
of the information developed by the Joint 

Economic Committee, I think we can save 
many millions of dollars in this field and 
I hope the Congress as well as the ad
ministration will act to do so. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Dietsch's article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADMINISTRATION CHASES SAVINGs--COMPUTERS 

MUST GIVE A BETTER ACCOUNT 

(By Robert Dietsch} 
A campaign-a belated one, according to 

some critics-is being pressed within the 
Johnson administration to make better judg
ments in acquiring and using computers. 
The effort could save taxpayers millions and 
help trim Federal employment. 

But, say some computer experts in private 
industry and some congressional critics, full 
potential savings will not be realized until 
responsible executive branch workers learn 
to evaluate and keep up with the rapidly 
changing computers and other automatic 
data-processing (ADP) equipment. 

LIKE TOPSY 

Uncle Sam's use of computers has grown 
like Topsy in the last 14 years. Today, they're 
given a multitude of tasks--from planning 
war games and missile trajectories to helping 
the Internal Revenue Service keep account 
of income tax returns and the Census Bureau 
in its population counts. 

Government use of ADP machines is still 
growing. For example, the omce of Emer
gency Planning recently asked a House sub
committee for $50,000 in computer funds to 
(as a skeptical Congressman put it) "figure 
out how many people are on the streets of 
Podunk as well as New York from 2 o'clock 
in the morning until 5." 

The agency might not get this $50,000, 
but in the year ending June 30 the Govern
ment will have spent about $820 million on 
computers. The total will be a record, $115 
million over the previous year. 

LARGEST USER 

Also, the Government is the single largest 
user of ADP equipment. It now has about 
1,775 units and annually takes 10 to 15 per
cent of all machines turned out by U.S. 
producers. 

Some criticism of the executive branch's 
computer policy must be evaluated in the 
light of the tremendous growth and diversi
fication of ADP equipment. 

Nonetheless, critics do seem to have anum
ber of valid points: 

Too much ADP equipment has been leased 
by the Government rather than bought out
right. 

In some cases, computers were leased in
stead of bought because annual outlays were 
smaller and fitted better into departmental 
budgets. A $50,000 lease item looked better 
to some congressional money watchers than 
$3 million for purchase. 

But in the long run, a $3 million outlay 
could have saved many dollars. 

There has been too little coordination of 
computer use within Government agencies 
and departments. Too often, one section of 
an agency has ordered a computer without 
realizing another section had a similar unit 
sitting idle. 

The Government has been negligent in 
checking on computer use by U.S. contrac
tors. A firm doing defense work, for exam
ple, might rightfully acquire ADP equipment 
with taxpayer funds under terms of his con
tract. But no one checked to insure equip
ment was used only on defense work and not 
to help the contractor with his private data 
processing problems. 
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ADDRESSES BY PRESIDENT LYNDON 

B. JOHNSON AT THE UNIVERSITY 
OF MICHIGAN AND VIRGINIA MIL
ITARY INSTITUTE 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

President Lyndon B. Johnson recently 
delivered two outstanding addresses at 
two of this Nation's outstanding educa
tional institutions, the University of 
Michigan and Virginia Military Insti
tute. 

At Ann Arbor the President set forth 
his concept of the great society for which 
we must labor in this country. He said: 

For half a century, we called upon un
bounded invention and untiring industry to 
create an order of plenty for all of our peo
ple. The challenge of the next half century 
is whether we have the wisdom to use that 
wealth to enrich and elevate our national 
life, and to advance the quality of our 
American civilization. 

This is surely the challenge which 
confronts America. 

At VMI the President attended the 
dedication of the George C. Marshall 
Research Library. The President's re
marks concerning this great American, 
great soldier, great diplomat, and. great 
human being deserve the attention of 
every Member of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
President's remarks at the University of 
Michigan and VMI be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the addresses 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE DEDICA- . 

TION OF THE GEORGE C. MARSHALL RESEARCH 
LmRARY, LEXINGTON, VA. 

General Shell, Mrs. Marshall, General 
Eisenhower, General Bradley, Governor Har
rison, Mr. Lovett, Senator Byrd, members of 
the Cabinet, Members of the Congress, ladies, 
and gentlemen, the dedication of a library 
in General Marshall's memory is an event of 
sufficient importance to require our full at
tention today. But just for a moment, I 
would like to turn to consideration of a 
pressing, immediate local problem. I under
stand that a number of young men at VMI 
are, as the rulebook says, undergoing pun
ishments for transgressions against VMI rules 
and regulations. Although my position in 
the VMI chain of command may not be too 
clearly defined, I am asking Governor Harri
son, of Virginia, to direct the superintend
ent, General Shell, to grant them general 
amnesty to include penalty tours, confine
ment, and, as an additional present, forgive 
them for their demerits for the past couple 
of months. 

I am very pleased that so many cadets are 
here today. I find it quite difficult to choose 
from them the man who will be the next 
Stonewall Jackson or George Marshall. 

You probably have the same difficulty. 
But I remember that it was once reported 
of General Marshall when he first entered 
VMI that he landed in the awkward squad, 
and he stayed there on and on. He could 
not drill. He could not march. All he 
could do was swear, look uncomfortable, and 
be embarrassed whenever he was spoken to. 

So cheer up, gentlemen, and be courteous 
to each of your classmates, no matter how 
unpromising he might look today. Remem
ber, he may be your Chief of Staff one day. 

If George Marshall could see us here to
day, this gathering would please him greatly, 
I think. Here, in tribute, are men whom 
his farseeing vision marked for far-reaching 
victories. 

President Eisenhower, you were his most 
beloved and respected protege. It is a meas
ure of his stature that he selected you for 
that decisive command which as a soldier he 
must have deeply coveted. In that judg
ment he and his superiors were vindicated 
and the world was richly rewarded. 

General Bradley, you were his cutting edge, 
the field commander of more American fight
ing troops than any commander in any era. 
On your skill rested much of his hope for 
victory for our cause. 

Here the captains and the companions of 
George Marshall are in rendezvous, and I 
am so proud and so honored to be at their 
side. No word of mine can add to the elo
quence of your presence. 

The name which can command your trib
ute gains no luster from what I · might say. 
It is we and our country that are ennobled 
by this ceremony. For the greatness of peo
ple can be measured by the qualities of the 
men that they honor. Great as he was, 
George Marshall does not stand in towering 
isolation. He is part of a long line of legend
ary captains who were more than instru
ments to be hurled against the enemy. To 
these men victory in war was important. 
But the fruits of that victory were even more 
important. They did not shrink from the 
blood of battle. But they knew that blood 
would be spent in vain unless the survivors 
labored for a country where liberty was safe 
in a nation of peace. 

Listen to the roll of some of those great 
names, warriors in war and apostles in peace, 
names which ring across the centuries of our 
history with that single theme: George Wash
ington, Andrew Jackson, Robert E. Lee, 
Douglas MacArthur, George Marshall, Omar 
Bradley, Dwight David Eisenhower. 

Many men have, as these men had, the 
qualities of greatness. But it is fortune's 
hazard whether character can join with cir
cumstance to produce great deeds. For 
George Marshall the tragedy of war gave 
scope for his soldier's art. The trials of a 
restless peace gave shape to his stateman's 
skill. He was picked for supreme command, 
over many of his seniors, by a man of great 
vision, Franklin D. Roosevelt. When he had 
helped guide us to victory, he knew that 
peace, like victory, would go not just to the 
righteous but to the skillful, not just to the 
free but to the brave. He followed Harry 
Truman's wise reminder that "peace is not 
a reward that comes automatically to those 
who cherish it. It must be pursued, un
ceasingly and unswervingly by every means 
at our command." 

To this end, under President Truman's 
direction, he proposed the Marshall plan. 
We know how much our freedom, and the 
freedom of all Western Europe, owes to that 
single stroke. But that vision did not stop 
where Soviet conquest began. To General 
Marshall, permanent peace depended upon 
rebuilding all European civilization Within 
its historic boundaries. The Iron Curtain 
rang down upon that hope. But the cor
rectness of his conviction has not changed. 
Today we work to carry on the vision of the 
Marshall plan. First, to strengthen the abil
ity of every European people to select and 
shape its own society. Second, to bring 
every European nation closer to its neighbors 
in the relationships of peace. This will not 
be achieved by sudden settlement or by dra
matic deed. But the nations of Eastern 
Europe are beginning to reassert their own 
identity. There is no longer a single Iron 
Curtain. There are many. Each differs in 
strength and thickness-in the light that 
can pass through it, and the hopes that can 
prosper behind it. 

We do not know when an European na
tions will become part of a single civilization. 
But as President Eisenhower said in 1953: 
"This we do know: A world that begins to 
witness the rebirth of trust among nations 
can find its way to peace that is neither 
partial nor punitive." 

We will continue to build bridges across 
the gulf which has divided us from Eastern 
Europe. They will be bridges of increased 
trade, of ideas, of visitors, and of humani
tarian aid. We do this for four reasons: 
First, to open new relationships to countries 
seeking increased independence yet unable 
to risk isolation. Second, to open the minds 
of a new generation to the values and the 
visions of the Western civilization from 
which they come and to which they belong. 
Third, to give freer play to the powerful 
forces of legitimate national pride--the 
strongest barrier to the ambition of any 
country to dominate ·another. Fourth, to 
demonstrate that identity of interest and 
the prospects of progress for Eastern Europe 
lie in a wider relationship with the West. 

We go forward within the framework of 
our unalterable commitment to the defense 
of Europe and to the reunification of Ger
many. But under the leadership of Presi
dent Truman and President Eisenhower, and 
our late beloved President Kennedy, America 
and Western Europe have achieved the 
strength and self-confidence to follow a 
course based on hope rather than hostility. 
based on opportunity rather than fear. And 
it is also our belief that wise and skillful 
development of relationships with the na
tions of Eastern Europe can speed the day 
when Germany will be reunited. We are 
pledged to use every peaceful means to work 
with friends and allies so that an of Europe 
may be joined in a shared society of free
dom. In this way I predict the years to 
come will see us draw closer to General Mar
shall's bold design than at any time since 
he stood at Harvard and began to reshape 
the world. 

It is a great man who can guide the course 
of a great nation long after he has left the 
scene. The men around me today on this 
platform are such men. General Marshall 
was another. We honor him not only for 
what he did but for what he was. Had he 
lived unknown and unsung, his character 
would have illuminated the lives of all who 
knew him. He was among the noblest Amer
icans of them all. Not only a great soldier. 
not only a great statesman, he was first and 
foremost a great man. 

This institution is here to produce such 
men. And so it is quite appropriate that. 
the George C. Marshall Research Library is 
located here, among these cadets. Before 
the battle of Chancellorsville, Stonewall 
Jackson said, "The men of Virginia Military 
Institute will be heard from today:• 
Throughout our history, our long, glorious 
history, when the day was in doubt and free
dom seemed to falter, the voice of VMI has 
always helped lead our Nation to victory. 

The qualities forged here and by your 
graduates of a hundred battlegrounds, are 
the hard fiber of this Nation's national 
strength. You and I are in the same service,. 
the service of a nation for which we are pre
pared to die but for which we wish to live. 

I welcome you to that service. I will go 
back to my tasks with a heart knowing, as 
did my predecessors, that the men of VMI: 
are at my side in the service of our country. 

REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT THE UNIVERSITY 

OF MICHIGAN, ANN ARBOR, MICH. 

President Hatcher, Governor Romney, Sen
ators McNamara and Hart, Congressman 
Meader, and Congressman Staebler, other 
members of the fine Michigan delegation, 
members of the graduating class, my fellow 
Americans, it is a great pleasure to be here 
today. This university has been coeduca
tional since 1870, but I do not believe it was. 
on the basis of your accomplishments that 
a Detroit high school girl said, "In choosing 
a college, you first have to decide whether 
you want a coeducational school or a.n edu
cational school.'' 

Well, we can find both here at Michigan. 
although perhaps at different hours. 
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I came out here today very anxious to meet 

the Michigan student whose father told a 
friend of mine that his son's education had 
been a real value. It stopped his mother 
from bragging about him. 

I have come today from the turmoil of 
your Capitol to the tranquillity of your cam
pus to speak about the future of our coun
try. The purpose of protecting the life of 
our Nation and preserving the liberty of our 
citizens is to pursue the happiness of our 
people. OUr success in that pursuit is the 
test of our success as a nation. For a cen
tury we labored to settle and to subdue a 
continent. For half a century we called 
upon unbounded invention and untiring in
dustry to create an order of plenty for all 
of our people. The challenge of the next 
half century is whether we have the wisdom 
to use that wealth to enrich and elevate our 
national life, and to advance the quality of 
our American civilization. 

Your imagination, your initiative, and your 
indignation will determine whether we build 
a society where progress is the servant of our 
needs, or a society where old values and new 
visions are buried under unbridled growth. 

·For in your time we have the opportunity to 
move not only toward the rich society and 
the powerful society, but upward to the great 
society. The great society rests on abun
dance and liberty for all. It demands an end 
to poverty and racial injustice, to which we 
are totally committed in our time. But that 
is just the beginning. The great society is 
a place where every child can find knowledge 
to enrich his mind and to enlarge his talents. 
It is a place where leisure is a welcome 
chance to build and reflect, not a feared 
cause of boredom and restlessness. It is a 
place where the city of man serves not only 
the needs of the body and the demands of 
commerce, but the desire for beauty and the 
hunger for community. 

It is a place where man can renew con tact 
with nature. It is a place which honors 
creation for its own sake and for what it 
adds to the understanding of the race. It is 
a place where men are more concerned with 
the quality of their goals than the quantity 
of their goods. But most of all, the great 
society is not a safe harbor, a resting place, 
a final objective, a finished work. It is a 
challenge constantly renewed, beckoning us 
toward a destiny where the meaning of our 
lives matches the marvelous products of our 
labor. 

So I want to talk to you today about 
three places where we begin to build the 
great society-in our cities, in our country
side, and in our classrooms. Many of you will 
live to see the day, perhaps 50 years from 
now, when there will be 400 million Ameri
cans; four-fifths of them in urban areas. 
In the remainder of this century urban popu
lation will double, city land will double, 
and we will have to build homes, highways, 
and facilities equal to all those built since 
this country was first settled. So in the next 
40 years we must rebuild the entire urban 
United States. 

Aristotle said, "Men come together in cities 
in order to live, but they remain together in 
order to live the good life." 

It is harder and harder to live the good 
life in American cities today. The cata
log of ills is long: There is the decay of the 
centers and the despoiling of the suburbs. 
There is not enough housing for our people 
or transportation for our traffic. Open land 
is vanishing and old landmarks are violated. 
Worst of all, expansion is eroding the pre
cious and time-honored values of community 
with neighbors and communion with na
ture. The loss of these values breeds lone
liness and boredom and indifference. Our 
society wlll never be great until our cities 
are great. Today the frontier of imagina
tion and innovation is inside those dties, 
and not beyond their borders. New experi-

ments are already going on. It will be the 
task of your generation to make the Ameri
can city a place where future generations 
will come, not only to live but to live the 
good life. 

I understand that if I stay here tonight I 
would see that Michigan students are really 
doing their best to live the good life. 

This is the place where the Peace Corps 
was started. It is inspiring to see how all 
of you, while you are in this country, are 
trying so hard to live at the level of the 
people. 

A second place where we begin to build 
the great society is in our countryside. We 
have always prided ourselves on being not 
only America the strong and America the 
free, but America the beautiful. Today that 
beauty is in danger. The water we drink, 
the food we eat, the very air that we breathe, 
are threatened with pollution. Our parks 
are overcrowded. Our seashores overbur
dened. Green fields and dense forests are 
disappearing. 

A few yeats ago we were greatly concerned 
about the "ugly American." Today we must 
act to prevent an "ugly America." 

For once the battle is lost, once our 
natural splendor is destroyed, it can never be 
recaptured. And once man can no longer 
walk with beauty or wonder at nature, his 
spirit will wither and his sustenance be 
wasted. 

A third place to build the great society 
is in the classrooms of America. There your 
children's lives will be shaped. Our society 
will not be great until every young mind is 
set free to scan the farthest reaches of 
thought and imagination. We are still far 
from that goal. Today, 8 million adult 
Americans, more than the entire popula
tion of Michigan, have not finished 5 years 
of school. Nearly 20 million have not 
finished 8 years of school. Nearly 54 million, 
more than one-quarter of all Americans, 
have not even finished high school. 

Each year more than 100,000 high school 
graduates, with proved ability, do not enter 
college because they cannot afford it. And 
if we cannot educate today's youth, what 
will we do in 1970 when elementary school 
enrollment will be 5 million greater than 
1960? And high school enrollment will rise 
by 5 million. College enrollment will in
crease by more than 3 million. In many 
places classrooms are overcrowded and cur
riculums are outdated. Most of our qualified 
teachers are underpaid, and many of our 
paid teachers are unqualified. So we must 
give every child a place to sit and a teacher 
to learn from. Poverty must not be a bar 
to learning, and learning must offer an es
cape from poverty. 

But more classrooms and more teachers are 
not enough. We must seek an educational 
system which grows in excellence as it grows 
in size. This means better training for our 
teachers. It means preparing youth to enjoy 
their hours of leisure as well as their hours 
of labor. It means exploring new techniques 
of teaching, to find new ways to stimulate 
the love of learning and the capacity for 
creation. 

These are three of the central issues of 
the great society. While our Government 
has many programs directed at those issues, 
I do not pretend that we have the full an
swer to those problems. But I do promise 
this: We are going to assemble the best 
thought and the broadest knowledge from 
all over the world to find those answers for 
America. I intend to establish working 
groups to prepare a series of White House 
conferences and meetings on the cities, on 
natural beauty, on the quality of education, 
and on other emerging challenges. And 
from these meetings and from this inspira
tion and from these studies we will begin 
to set our course toward the great society. 

The solution to these problems does not 
rest on a massive program in Washington, 
nor can it rely solely on the strained resources 
of local authority. They require us to create 
new concepts of cooperation, a creative fed
eralism, between the National Capitol and 
the leaders of local communities. 

Woodrow Wilson once wrote: "Every man 
sent out from his university should be a 
man of his nation as well as a man of his 
time." 

Within your lifetime powerful forces, al
ready loosed, will take us toward a way of 
life beyond the realm of our experience, al
most beyond the bounds of our imagination. 
For better or for worse, your generation has 
been appointed by history to deal with those 
problems and to lead America toward a new 
age. You have the chance never before af
forded to any people in any age. You can 
help build a society where the demands of 
morality, and the needs of the spirit, can be 
realized in the life of the Nation. 

So will you join in the battle to give every 
citizen the full equality which God enjoins 
and the law requires, whatever his belief, or 
race, or the color of his skin? Will you join 
in the battle to give every citizen an escape 
from the crushing weight of poverty? Will 
you join in the battle to make it possible for 
all nations to live in enduring peace as neigh
bors and not as mortal enemies? Will you 
join in the battle to build the great society, 
to prove that our material progress is only 
the foundation on which we will build a 
richer life of mind and spirit? 

There are those timid souls who say this 
battle cannot be won, that we are condemned 
to a soulless wealth. I do not agree. We 
have the power to shape the civilization that 
we want. But we need your will, your labor, 
your hearts, if we are to build that kind of 
society. 

Those who came to this land sought to 
build more than just a new country. They 
sought a free world. 

So I have come here today ,to your campus 
to say that you can make their vision our 
!eality. Let us from this moment begin our 
work so that in the future men will look back 
and say: It was then, after a long and weary 
way, that man turned the exploits of his 
genius to the full enrichment of his life. 

Thank you. Goodby. 

PETITION FROM THE UNIVERSITY 
OF VERMONT SUPPORTING CIVIL 
RIGHTS BILL 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, last 

week brought to my desk still another 
major expression of support for the civil 
rights bill. The Student Association of 
the University of Vermont took the initi
ative to circulate a petition on this sub
ject among the members of the student 
body. The response was instant and 
overwhelming-nearly 1,000 persons 
signed their affirmation. For the benefit 
of my colleagues I would like to read the 
brief text of the petition. 

For nearly two centuries, ...... merica has 
sought in vain to give real meaning to 
Jefferson's famous contention that all men 
are created equal and enjoy certain un
alienable rights. Now in the halls of the 
U.S. Senate, an attempt is being made to 
give legal expression to this basic concept 
of the American creed. We, the undersigned 
students of the University of Vermont, re
spectfully urge the earliest possible passage 
of the lively and effective civil rights bill of 
1964. 

I ask unanimous consent that a cover
ing letter which accompanied the peti
tion be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT 
STUDENT ASSOCIATION, 

Burlington, Vt., May 20, 1964. 

Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The Student 
Association of the University of Vermont 
circulated the enclosed civil rights petition 
on the campus. We are pleased with the re
sults and are sending them to you, floor man
ager of the current civil rights bill. The 
States represented are: New York, New Jer
sey, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Vermont, 
and Massachusetts. 

We hope that this will help you to prove 
to the Senators of these States that the cur
rent showings of Governor Wallace and views 
such as his are not the dominant views of 
the country. 

We trust that the petitions will help to 
put into action the expressed sentiment 
that: 

For nearly 2 centuries, America has sought 
in vain to give real meaning to Jefferson's 
famous contention that all men are created 
equal and enjoy certain unalienable rights. 
Now in the halls of the U.S. Senate, an at
tempt is being made to give legal expression 
to this 'basic concept of the American creed. 
We, the undersigned students of the Uni
versity of Vermont, respectfully urge the 
earliest possible passage of the lively and 
effective civil rights bill of 1964. 

Sincerely yours , 
LAWRENCE W. SCHONBRUN, 

Chairman of Civil Rights Petition 
Committee. 

RECESS TO 9 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if 

there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, pursuant to the order al
ready entered, I move that the Senate 
stand in recess until 9 o'clock tomorrow 
morning. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 32 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess, in accordance with the 
previous order, until tomorrow, Wednes
day, June 3, 1964, at 9 o'clock a.m. 

II ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

TUESDAY, JUNE 2, 1964 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev.Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 

Proverbs 29: 18: Where there is no vi
sion, the people cast off restraint. 

Almighty God, we thank Thee for these 
inspired and authentic words of the 
Scriptures, confirmed alike by our own 
personal experience and the testimony of 
history. 

As we go forth in the hours of this new 
day, may we hear and feel Thee calling 
us to be partners with Thee in fulfilling 
Thy will and Thy righteous purposes. 

Help us to realize how sacred and won
derful it is that we may yield ourselves 
in obedience to be taught and directed by 
a mind that is infinitely wiser than our 
own. 

Grant that in the business of statecraft 
and public service, in which Thy servants 
are engaged, they may have understand-

ing and discerning minds and calm and 
courageous heart~. 

Give us a greater faith in the reality 
of moral and spiritual values and a ca
pacity to respond to their appeal and 
compelling power, for when we are with
out that faith we have no standard and 
stability, but only confusion and chaos. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H.R. 1727. An act for the relief of Richard 
G. Green, Jr.; 

H.R. 5305. An act for the relief of Dr. Er
nest P. Imle; 

H.R. 5571. An act for the relief of Noble 
Frank Smith and his wife, Viola Smith; 

H.R. 6876. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Wilfrid E. Gelinas, U.S. Air Force; 

H.R. 7332. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to a further supplemental com
pact or agreement between the State of New 
Jersey and the Commonwealth of Pennsyl
vania concerning the Delaware River Port . 
Authority, formerly the Delaware River 
Joint Commission, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 7757. An act for the relief of Jesse I. 
Ellington; 

H.R. 8222. An act for the relief of Edward 
J. Maurus; 

H.R. 8348. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Faye E. Russell Lopez; 

H.R. 8532. An act for the relief of Ivan D. 
Beran; 

H.R. 8828. An act for the relief of John T. 
Cox; 

H.R . 8936. An act for the relief of Leonard 
M. Dalton; 

H.R. 9475. An act for the relief of Miss 
Grace Smith, and others; 

H .R. 10078. An act for the relief of Philip 
N. Shepherdson; and 

H.R. 10774. An act to authorize the dis
posal, without regard to the prescribed 6-
month waiting period, of cadmium from the 
national stockpile and the supplemental 
stockpile. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 718. An act for the relief of W. H. Pickel; 
S. 1004. An act to authorize appointment 

of the Director and Deputy Director of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey from civilian life, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 1875. An act for the relief of Thomas 
M. Talley; and 

S. 2288. An act for the relief of John J. 
Feeney. 

DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 
30, 1964, AND FOR OTHER PUR
POSES 
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 11201), an 
act making deficiency appropriations 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, 
and for other purposes, with Senate 
amendments thereto, disagree to the 

Senate amendments, and agree to the 
conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
MAHON, THOMAS, KIRWAN, WHITTEN, JEN
SEN, HORAN and FORD. 

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE 
The SPEAKER. The Chair lays be

fore the House the following communi
cation. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
JUNE 2, 1964. 

The Honorable JoHN W. McCoRMACK, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I hereby respectfully 
submit my resignation from the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of 
the House of Representatives. 

Sincerely, 
W. R. HULL, Jr., 

Member of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the resignation is agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

ELECTION TO COMMITTEE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, I send to 
the Clerk's desk a priviliged resolution 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. RES. 741 

Resolved, That W. R. HuLL, JR., of Missouri, 
be, and he is hereby, elected a member of the 
standing Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives on Appropriations. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

JOHN GATZOPI OVERBECK AND 
MARY GATZOPOULOS OVERBECK 

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill H.R. 1382, an 
act for the relief of John Gatzopi Over
beck and Mary Gatzopoulos Overbeck, 
with a Senate amendment thereto, and 
concur in the Senate amendment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amendment, 

as follows: 
Page 1, line 8, after "Act," insert: may be 

approved, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendment was concurred 

in. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

THE TRUTH ABOUT THE 1964 
WHEAT SIGNUP 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the USDA 

put out a press release dated May 27 
bragging about the wheat signup under 
the new wheat bill. They neglected to 
tell the full story of this signup as it re
lates to allotment wheat farms and 
wheat farmers. 

The full truth is as follows: 
First. Only 35.36 percent of all allot

ment wheat farms were signed. 
Second. This means that 64.64 percent 

of the total wheat allotment farms will 
not participate in the 1964 program. 

Third. There were 40 states where the 
number of farms that participated was 
less than 50 percent. 

Fourth. There were only seven States 
where the number of farms that partici
pated was more than 50 percent. 

Fifth. There were 29 States where par
ticipating farmers had less than 50 per
cent of the wheat allotment in the State. 

Sixth. There were only 18 States par
ticipating where farmers had more than 
50 percent of the wheat allotment in the 
State. 

Seventh. There were several States 
with a large number of wheat allotments 
where the participating farmers were 
much below even the 35-percent national 
average. These were Ohio, Illinois, In
diana, Missouri, and Michigan. 

Eighth. It is also interesting to note 
that, of the six wheat States with farm 
wheat allotments in excess of 100,000, 
only one, Kansas, participated more than 
the 35-percent national average. 

Would you brag about the results of 
this sign up? 

Would you brag about a wheat pro
gram which will cause 106,184 of Ohio's 
136,171 wheat farmers to sell their wheat 
for $1.30 per bushel? I would not. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CENSUS AND 
GOVERNMENT STATISTICS 

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Speak
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Subcommittee on Census and- Govern
ment Statistics be permitted to sit during 
general debate today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mon
tana? 

There was no objection. 

FREEDOM FOR THE PEOPLE OF THE 
BALTIC STATES 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection: 
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, it has 

been said that what humanizes a people 
is its historical memory. As the cold war 
continues its course, we must not for
get the human background of this con
filet. We take for granted that the East
West struggle began because of Soviet 
imperialism, but we sometimes forget 
the individual instances of this im
perialism. For example, this meant that 
the freedom-loving Baltic peoples of Es
tonia, Latvia and Lithuania were forcibly 
deprived of certain fundamental rights. 

From time to time, we should remind 
ourselves, and the people of the world, 
wha.t the cold war means in terms of in
dividual nations and partioolar peoples. 
For the people of these three Baltic na
tions the cold war has meant the in
ability to determine their own political 
systems and to pursue their own eco
nomic, social and cultural development. 
That is why at this time, Mr. Speaker, I 
am introducing the following resolution, 
a resolution designed to focus world opin
ion on the condition of a historically 
brave people now denied the right to de
velop their own identity and make their 
own history. I hope this resolution is 
given the serious consideration it de
serves. I ask that it be referred to the 
appropriate committee. 

ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL, CAPITOL 
POLICE FORCE 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I call up House Resolution 
648 and ask for its immediate considera
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the 
House of Representatives is authorized to 
employ as they may be needed not to exceed 
one additional lieutenant, one additional 
sergeant, and fifty-two additional privates 
on the Capitol Police force. There is au
thorized to be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House of Representatives, until 
otherwise provided by law, such sums as may 
be necessary to pay the salary of such lieu
tenant at a rate of basic compensation of 
$2,340 per annum, the sergeant at a rate of 
basic compensation of $2,280 per annum; 
and each private at a rate of basic compensa
tion of $2,160 per annum. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

Line 5, following the period after the word 
"force" insert the following: 

"Of the fifty-two additional privates, not 
to exceed ten are authorized to be employed 
upon the date of passage of this resolution; 
the remainder, not to exceed forty-two pri
vates, are authorized to be employed as may 
be justified in connection with the polic
ing of the buildings and grounds of the 
House of Representatives, with prior approval 
of the Committee on House Administration." 

Add "SEc. 2." as a new paragraph and in
sert the language commencing with the word 
"There" in line 5, through line 11, ending 
With the word "annum". 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman from 
Maryland knows that I discussed with 
the majority leader and the Speaker the 
resolution as originally drawn, which 
would have provided for all of these 
additional members of the force. 

The amendment that has been drawn 
meets my objection in that regard. In 
other words, as I understand it, these ad
ditional people who are to be employed 
will be necessary in connection with the 
operation of the Rayburn Building and, 
of course, can be put on there as they 
are needed. 

Mr. Speaker, one other thing that I 
have discussed and about which I feel 

very strongly, and I will say that many 
Members on our side of the aisle have 
spoken to me about it, as the gentleman 
from Maryland knows, is that of the some 
80 or 90 members of the force, I think 80 
members of the force now in existence, 
some 5 of them under an arrangement 
arrived at some years ago with Speaker 
Rayburn, can be designated by the mi
nority. I would express the hope that 
with the adoption of this resolution to
day we can work out an arrangement 
with respect to these additional mem
bers. I have discussed the matter with 
the Speaker, who has been unable to con
tact some of the people on his side up to 
this time. But in view of the fact that 
there seems to be an urgency about the 
enactment of this measure, I am not go
ing to object, but I just want to express 
the hope that we can work out some simi
lar division in respect to these additional 
employees. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, in 
view of what the minority leader has 
said, I hope that the recruitment of these 
new police employees for the Capitol area 
may be the beginning, or at the least the 
nucleus of a professional police force, 
and that they will not be under patron
age at all. I think the time has come 
that, unless we do have professional peo
ple to protect lives and property around 
this Capitol, one of these days we are 
going to encounter a very serious situa
tion. In fact there has already occurred 
incidents of crime requiring the highest 
proficiency of law enforcement. This is 
no refiection on present Capitol Police, 
many and most of whom are not profes
sional, but it is a refiection on the system 
for which we are responsible. This is 
the time for change to a professional 
police force with proper pay incentive 
and promotion. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Maryland yield to me 
further to respond? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HALLECK. As I remember, I 
have had something to do with the ap
pointment of at least one member, and 
I think perhaps two members of the 
force under the five allocated to the mi
nority. I will say to the gentleman from 
Texas, I agree with him. From time to 
time we have heard expressions of views 
here similar to those that the gentleman 
has expressed. Of course, the other side 
of the coin is that some people feel these 
jobs here are helpful to youngsters who 
are going to school. I can find myself 
in sympathy with that notion too, but I 
would just like to say to the gentleman 
that the men I have been instrumental 
in appointing are mature men with po
lice experience. They are on the job and 
can do the sort of work that the gentle
man from Texas is talking about. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to share the views expressed by my dis
tinguished chairman, the gentleman 
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from Texas [Mr. BuRLESON] and the mi
nority leader with respect to the various 
matters that they have pointed out. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out 
also that under this resolution which 
does provide for the appointment of not 
to exceed 42 men, 10 are to be appointed 
at this time with the balance being ap
pointed subject to and with the approval 
of the Committee on House Administra
tion at such time as they may be needed 
to complete the police force for th~ Ray
burn Building. In other words, the 
resolution covers the total number re
quired for the convenience of the appro
priations subcommittee on legislative 
appropriations, but does limit the pres .. 
ent appointment to not to exceed 10 and 
additional ones can be appointed only 
with the approval and consent of the 
Committee on House Administration. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. SCHENCK. I thank the gentle
man. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendments. 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The re·solution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
UNDER PUBLIC LAW 86-272 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by direc

tion of the Committee on House Admin
istration, I call up the resolution <H. Res. 
653) and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the additional expenses of 
conducting the studies authorized by Public 
Law 272 of the Eighty-sixth Congress, as 
amended, incurred by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, acting as a whole or by subcom
mittee, not to exceed $150,000 including ex
penditures for the employment of experts, 
special counsel, clerical, stenographic, and 
other assistants, and all expenses necessary 
for travel and subsistence incurred by mem
bers and employees while engaged in the 
activities of the committee or any subcom
mittee thereof, shall be paid out of the con
tingent fund of the House on vouchers au
thorized by such committee signed by the 
chairman of such committee and approved by 
the Committee on House Administration. 

With the following committee amend
ment: 

Following line 13, insert the following: 
"SEc. 2. The chairman of the Committee 

on the Judiciary shall furnish the Commit
tee on House Administration information 
with respect to any study or investigation 
intended to be financed from such funds. No 
part of the funds authorized by this resolu
tion shall be available for expenditure in 
connection with the study or investigation 
of any subject which is being investigated 
for the same purpose by any other committee 
of the House." 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, I un
derstand that this entire amount is to 

be used by the special subcommittee for 
the matter of the study of income tax 
questions as they relate to interstate 
commerce and the income taxes of the 
various individual States. 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to ask the gentleman from Maryland a 
question. Is this $150,000 to be used en
tirely by the Willis subcommittee to pro
vide material or information to the tax
payers and business people of this Na
tion, to give them all the information 
acquired by a staff study? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. This $150,000 is for 
the Special Subcommit tee on Taxation 
in Interstate Commerce, which subcom
mittee is headed by the gentleman from 
I:..ouisiana [Mr. WILLis]. 

Mr. BECKER. I feel quite certain 
that the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
WILLIS] will use the money wisely and 
well, as needed. I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

TO PROVIDE FUNDS FOR THE FUR
THER EXPENSES OF THE STUDIES, 
INVESTIGATIONS, AND INQUIRIES 
AUTHORIZED BY HOUSE RESOLU
TION 143 OF THE 88TH CONGRESS 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration I call up the resolution (H. 
Res. 658) and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the further expenses of the 
studies, investigations, and inquiries au
thorized by H. Res. 143 of the Eighty-eighth 
Congress, incurred by the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics, acting as a whole 
or as a duly authorized subcommittee, not to 
exceed $175,000, including expenditures for 
employment, travel, and subsistence of at
torneys, experts, and consultants (including 
personnel of the Library of Congress per
forming services on reimbursable detail), 
and clerical, stenographic, and other assist
ants, shall be paid out of the contingent 
fund of the House on vouchers authorized by 
such committee, signed by the chairman of 
such committee, and approved by the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

SEc. 2. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for ex
penditure in connection with the study or 
investigation of any subject which is being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
other committee of the House, and the chair
man of the Committee on Science and Astro
nautics shall furnish the Committee on 
House Administration information with re
spect to any study or investigation intended 
to be financed from such funds. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Will the gentleman 
from Maryland tell the House the total 
amount of appropriations for the Com-

mittee on Science and Astronautics, for 
both last year and this year? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. One hundred and 
fifty thousand dollars was authorized in 
the 1st session of the 88th Congress. 
This would be $175,000 more. The total 
amount would be $325,000. In the 87th 
Congress they got $300,000. 

Mr. SCHENCK. If the gentleman will 
yield further, may I inquire as to whether 
there is any balance in the appropria
tions made for the 1st session of the 88th 
Congress? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. As of May 26 there 
was a small amount of $8,000 still avail
able. That did not take care of the ex
penses for the month of June, so the 
funds have probably all been used al
ready. 

Mr. SCHENCK. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I wish to point out that 
many Members of the House feel it would 
be a matter of good judgment to delay 
somewhat the so-called moonshot, and~ 
therefore, that this money should be 
spent with a great deal of care and ju
dicious use. 

I am sure the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER], will observe this desired 
prudence. 

Mr. FRIEDEL. I am sure the Com
mittee on Science and Astronautics will 
exercise good judgment in their use of 
the funds. The $175,000 is not too much 
money when you consider that they have 
a budget of over $5 billion to supervise. 
This is the amount NASA was granted. 

Mr. SCHENCK. I thank the gentle
man. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed 
to. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL FUNDS 
FOR EXPENSES OF STUDIES, AND 
SO FORTH, AUTHORIZED BY 
HOUSE RESOLUTION 153 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I call up House Resolution 
735 and ask for its immediate considera
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

'Resolved, That the further expenses of 
conducting the studies, investigations, and 
inquiries authorized by H. Res. 153, Eighty
eighth Congress, incurred by the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, acting as a whole 
or by subcommittee, not to exceed $125,000 
in addition to the unexpended balance of 
any sums heretofore made available for con
ducting such studies, investigations, and in
quiries, including expenditures for employ
ment, travel, and subsistence of accountants, 
experts, investigators, and clerical, steno
graphic, and other assistants, shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House, on 
vouchers authorized by such committee or 
subcommittee, signed by the chairman of 
such committee or subcommittee, and ap
proved by the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

SEC. 2. No part of the funds authorized by 
this resolution shall be available for expend
iture in connection with the study or in-
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vestigation of any subject which is being 
investigated for the same purpose by any 
-other committee of the House, and the chair
man of the Committee on Banking and Cur
:rency shall furnish the Committee on House 
Administration information with respect to 
-any study or investigation intended to be 
.:financed from such funds. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

AUTHORIZING PRINTING OF ADDI
TIONAL COPIES OF HEARINGS OF 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC 
ENERGY 
Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

•Of the Committee on House Administra
tion, I call up Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 73 and ask for its immediate con
;Sideration. 

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent 
:resolution, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
-resentatives concurring), That there be 
printed for the use of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy two thousand additional 
copies each of part 2 and part 3 of its hear
ings on the Atomic Energy Commission au
-thorizing legislation, fiscal year 1965. 

The Senate concurrent resolution was 
concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

DISPENSING WITH THE CALL OF 
THE PRIVATE CALENDAR 

Mr. AliBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
Private Calendar be dispensed with 
today. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

KEITH HILLS 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent for the immedi
ate consideration of the bill-H.R. 
10407-for the relief of Keith Hills. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Vir
ginia? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, not
withstanding the provision of section 212(a) 
(4) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, Keith Hills may be issued a visa and 
admitted to the United states for permanent 
residence if he is found to be otherwise ad
missible under the provisions of that Act: 
Provided, That this exemption shall apply 
only to a ground for exclusion of which the 
Department of State or the Department of 
Justice had knowledge prior to the enact
ment of this Act: Provided further, That a 
suitable and proper bond or undertaking, ap
proved by the Attorney General, be deposited 
as prescribed by seC'tion 213 of the said Act. 

The bill was ordered to be .engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the third 
time, and passed, and a motion to recon
sider was laid on the table. 

ESTABLISHING WATER RESOURCES 
RESEARCH CENTERS 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 711 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read1 the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That upon the ado.ption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (S. 2) 
to establish water resources research centers 
at land-grant colleges and State universities, 
to stimulate water research at other colleges, 
univ'er.sities, and centers of competence, and 
to promote a more adequate national pro
gram of water research. After general de
bate, which shall be confined to the b111 and 
shall conth.tue not to exceed two hours, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in 
order to consider the substitute amendment 
recommended by the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs now printed in the bill, 
and such substitute for the purpose of 
amendment shall be considered under the 
five-minute rule as an original bill. At the 
conclusion of such consideration the Com
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted, and any member may demand 
a separate vote in the House on any of the 
amendments adopted in the Committee of 
the Whole to the bill or committee substi
tute. The previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without in
tervening motion except one motion to re
commit with or without instructions. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman · from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN]; and pending that I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 711 
provides for consideration of S. 2, a bill 
to establish water resources research 
centers at land-grant colleges and State 
universities, Ito stimulate water research 
at other colleges, universities, and cen
ters of competence, and to promote a 
more adequate national program of wa
ter research. The resolution provides 
an open rule with 2 hours of general de
bate, making it in order to consider the 
committee substitute. 

The purpose of S. 2 is to strengthen 
the contribution that universities can 
make to water resources research and to 
graduate education in water resources. 
The expansion of water resources re
search that would be provided by the 
enactment of this legislation would be 
helpful in coping with the mounting 
water-use . problems posed by the pro
jected growth of our population and 
economy. The program would assist 
both in providing answers to our water 
problems at the local and State level and 
in meeting the critical need for addi
tional hydroscientists. The Secretary 
of the Interior would be charged with 
the responsibility for proper administra
tion of the program and for assuring that 
effective research work is conducted. 

The legislation authorizes a water re
sources research grant program that pro
vides for establishing research centers or 
institutes in a land-grant "College or an-

other institution in each State and in 
Puerto Rico. Sufiicient funds are au
thorized to be appropriated so that each 
research center would receive a Federal 
grant of $75,000 in the first year of the 
program, $87,500 in the second and third 
years, and $100,000 ·thereafter for the 
life of the program. Two or more States 
could cooperate in the establishment of 
a single interstate or regional research 
center, in which event the sums assign
able -to all of the cooperating States 
would be available to that research cen
ter. 

Additional funds would be available to 
the research centers on a dollar-for-dol
lar matching basis. These funds would 
be allocated by the Secretary of the In
-terior on the basis of specific research 
proposals by the research centers. The 
overall limitation on these matching 
funds would be $1 million in the first year 
of the program, increasing to $5 million 
in the fifth year and thereafter for the 
life of the program. 

The life of the program is limited to 10 
years in order to give the Congress an 
opportunity to review the program and 
determine the need for extension, modi
fication, and so forth. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 711. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, the· gentleman from Cali
fornia, my colleague on the Rules Com
mittee [Mr. SisKJ explained this rule. 
He has very well explained the purpose 
of this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, as I understand this 
measure it will probably entail a total 
cost over the next 10-year period of 
something like $50 million to $55 million. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, will my 
colleague yield to me? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes. 
Mr. ASPINALL. · I would like to have 

the REcoRD thoroughly aoourate in this 
particular matter. There could be a 
total cost over the 10-year period of $88,-
450,000; that is the authorization. That 
depends entirely upon the appropria
tions process. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes; if all the 
appropriations are made. 

However, I understood that under one 
section of the bill the appropriations 
would be limited to $5 million a year; is 
that right? 

Mr. ASPINALL. If the gentleman will 
yield further, that is right but there are 
two diff-erent programs. One program 
would have a total authorization of $48,-
450,000 and the other would have a total 
authorization of $40 million. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I understand. 
I was under the impression, however, 
that the total expenditure was limited to 
$50 million. Most of the States and most 
of the universities scheduled to receive 
benefits under this program of course 
are very much interested in it. 

It is, the same old story-anyone who 
can get Federal funds is anxious to re
ceive them. 

There is no opposition about which I 
know-no organized opposition-to this 
particular bill. There is a great deal of 
support for it from the universities and 
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the different organizations which are in
terested in the water problem in all of 
our various States. 

Mr. Speaker, I presume this measure, 
like other measures of this type, will be 
enacted, be approved by the Congress, 
and, become law, and will again, of 
course, increase the general expendi
tures of the Federal Government. 

I am hoping that some day-while I 
feel that this is a good cause and that 
this is a good activity here proposed
we may be able to have legislation before 
this House that will actually reduce pub
lic spending a little bit instead of in
creasing it. This bill rep'resents a very 
slight increase in Federal spending, but 
it does embark the Federal Government 
upon a new program of Federal grants 
or Federal aid to the States and to State 
universities and land-grant colleges. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to say to my colleague, the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. BROWN], that while 
in the first instance the first section of 
this bill does authorize the expenditure 
of additional Federal moneys, if the 
gentleman will look at the second sec
tion of this bill, I believe that there he 
will ftnd a method wherein money will 
be saved. For the first time we are going 
to try and correlate and determine what 
agencies of the Federal Government are 
doing research in water and try to make 
sure that any duplication that exists at 
the present time is eliminated. 

I am sure that this will result in saving 
the Government money. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I agree with the 
gentleman but, of course, I recognize the 
fact, as I am sure the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania does, that we are already 
spending a great deal r-1.ore than this 
amount-in fact, millions and millions 
and millions of dollars on water re
search-not only by the Federal Govern
ment but by some of our States and other 
political subdivisions, as well as through 
some of our universities. 

This bill of course-this amount, 
speaking of water-is simply a drop in 
the bucket in comparison to some of the 
expenditures we have made. 

Mr. Speaker, some day, perhaps, we 
will solve our water problems, and they 
are serious ones. One water problem on 
which the Government has been work
ing for a long while is to take salt out of 
sea water. Whenever there is developed 
some practical, economical method 
worked out whereby the salinity of sea 
water can be eliminated and fresh water 
made from it at a cost which can be 
afforded, and can be met by the consum
ing public, it will remake the face of the 
world, of course; and will solve many of 
the problems that perhaps these very 
same institutions may be working on un
der this proposed program or programs. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no particular ob
Jection to this legislation but I do think 
we should realize that again it is another 
step in having the Federal Government 
move a little but further toward making 
grants--let us put it that way-or fur-

nishing funds, to the various States and 
to local institutions for this purpose. 

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I have asked the 
gentleman from Ohio to yield to me for 
the purpose of asking the chairman of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs a question. Mr. Chairman, is 
there an overall correlated program of 
water research by the Federal Govern
ment at the present time? 

Mr. ASPINALL. If my colleague will 
yield further, the answer is "No." This 
legislation sets up such a program. 'It is 
the thinking of the members of the com
mittee that we more than likely can save 
the expense of the program by seeing to 
it that this coordinated program is ad
hered to. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. May I answer 
the gentleman's question a little further? 

I happen to be the ranking member of 
a House select committee which is mak
ing a study of Federal research activities. 
There is no correlated· or coordinated 
program of any kind on the part of the 
Federal Government dealing with all 
sorts of research. Nobody seemingly 
knows what anyone else is doing. There 
is no practical method whereby some
one passes judgment, before they start 
a research project, as to whether or not 
it makes sense to attempt to do it, or 
find out whether it will be worth while. 
Our committee is finding a great deal 
of money is being spent on research, 
some of it of great value, some of ques
tionable value; but there is no great cen
tral authority over research, despite the 
fact we have the National Science Foun
dation under the gentleman's commit
tee. None actually supervises, none 
knows for certain just what other agen
cies of the Government are doing. I find 
that is not only true, as far as water re
search is concerned, but as to many other 
research activities as well. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I ask the chair
man of the committee this further ques
tion: As I understand from reading the 
report and bill, this research will only be 
done at already authorized land-grant 
colleges? 

Mr. ASPINALL. The legislation pin
points the first authority to land-grant 
colleges. Where there is more than one, 
two or more, then the Governor will have 
the authority to choose the particular 
land-grant college. If the State legisla
ture and the Government decide to have 
it go to some other institution, rather 
than the land-grant college, then they 
can do so by statutory enactment on 
the part of the legislature. 

Mr . SPRINGER. In order for the 
State to take it from a land-grant col
lege, there would have to be the author
ity by enactment of the State legislature? 

Mr. ASPINALL. That is true. 
Mr. SPRINGER. If the land-grant 

college does not want to do the research, 
then the Governor may assign to any 
other copege that wishes it? 

Mr. ASPINALL. Any other land-grant 
college. If there is only one land-grant 
college then the legislature and Governor 

must act in order to take it to another 
institution. 

Mr. SPRINGER. One further ques
tion: 

Is the work assigned by a Federal 
agency to the land-grant college or does 
the land-grant college submit a plan to 
the Federal agent, and have it approved 
first? 

Mr. ASPINALL. The land-grant col
lege submits a plan to the Secretary of 
the Interior. The Secretary of the In
terior then coordinates and correlates 
this with other ac,tivities in the same 
field throug-hout the United States to see 
that duplication is kept at a minimum. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It is the respon
sibility of the Secretary of the Interior 
to correlate, not the universities them
selves. 

Mr. SPRINGER. One further ques
tion: 

Will the research being done by the 
land-grant college in that particular 
Sta;te have to do with the water problem 
in that particular area, that State and 
surrounding area? 

Mr. ASPINAlL. That is what we are 
hoping for. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Presumably so. 
There is no guarantee that will be so. 

Mr. SPRINGER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
know of no opposition to the rule or to 
the bill itself, and I have no further re
quests for time. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

resolution. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak

er, I move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill S. 2-to establish wa
ter resources research centers at land
grant colleges and State universities, to 
stimulate water research at other col
leges, universities, and centers of 
competence,' and to promote a more ade
quate national program of water re
search. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill S. 2, with Mr. SMITH 
of Iowa in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 10 minutes to the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, the gentle
man from Colorado [Mr. AsPINALL]. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, the 
purpose of the legislation we bring to the 
floor today is to strengthen the contri
bution that universities can make to 
water resources research and to graduate 
education. in water research. The legis
lation will establish a new non-Federal 
water resources research program which 
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is designed particularly to cope with the 
mounting water problems at State level. 

The dominant conservation issue for 
the next several decades will undoubtedly 
be the matter of providing an adequate 
water supply to meet the needs of our 
exploding population and expanding in
dustry and agriculture. In a very few 
years we will have to supply water to 
meet the needs of 300 million people. 
If the Nation is to meet this challenge 
in the water field, water research must 
necessarily play an important role. I 
believe that no one questions the need 
for expanding water resources research 
activities. The question involved here is 
the extent of Federal financial assist
ance in order to encourage and assure 
the research which is necessary. In 
considering financial assistance from the 
Federal Government, 'however, we must 
be sure that the expenditures go toward 
worthwhile research and contribute to 
or overall national water research effort, 
and at the same time keep duplicatory 
programs and activities at a minimum. 
We have tried to make certain in this 
legislation that the limited expenditures 
authorized are fully justified. I believe 
we have provided the guidelines and the 
controls that are needed to assure ex
tensive benefits and returns to the 
Nation for the dollars spent in this rela
tively small and much needed program. 

The legislation that came over from 
the other body provided for a larger 
program than that approved by our com
mittee and included in the legislation 
before us today. Dollarwise, we reduced 
the program 50 percent and limited the 
life of the program to 10 years in order 
that Congress might have another look 
at it at the end of that period to deter
mine whether it should be continued and, 
if so, whether modifications or changes 
are needed. Since we are embarking on 
a new program, the committee felt that 
a modest approach should be taken ini
tially, with an opportunity for review 
to see how it is working out. 

The Secretary of the Interior would 
be charged with the responsibility for 
proper administration of the program 
and for assuring that effective research 
work is conducted. We believe that the 
Secretary of the Interior can meet this 
responsibility without any appreciable 
increase in supervisory personnel or 
without establishing any new office or 
agency. 

Under the language we approved, suffi
cient funds would be authorized to pro
vide for establishing a water resources 
research center in a land-grant college 
or some other institution in each State 
and in Puerto Rico. Additional funds 
would be available to the research cen
ters on a dollar-for-dollar matching 
basis and on the basis of specific research 
proposals, approved by the Secretary. 
The overall cost, for both the State 
grants and the matching funds, would 
run from about $4.8 million in the first 
year to about $10 million in the fifth 
year and thereafter for the 10-year life 
of the program. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. RoGERS], the able chairman 
of the subcommittee which handled this 
legislation, will present a more detailed 
analysis of the legislation. 

The committee spent 6 days in public 
hearings on this legislation, receiving 
testimony from the Federal departments 
involved in water resources research and 
development, and from numerous repre
sentatives of States, colleges, and uni
versities, and organizations interested in 
water development. The committee is 
convinced that State or regional research 
centers connected with colleges or uni
versities will contribute greatly to our 
national water research effort. Much of 
the research in the water field must be 
undertaken in the geographical areas 
concerned. Regional variations in water 
resources problems can be better at
tacked by State research centers rather 
than by a single consolidated research 
facility. The problems that exist 
among the States vary greatly. The 
differences involve not only great varia
tions in the nature of the resource itself 
and the degree to which the resouree has 
been developed, but also in the detail of 
the economic and social structure. Dif
ferences in climate, elevation, and soil 
have generated considerable differences 
in problems of agricultural use of water. 
The differences in economic detail as 
among the States may even be greater 

-than the resource differences. The par
ticular lines which future economic 
development may take are greatly infiu
enced by the nature of natural resources 
other than water, by transportation, the 
degree of urbanization, educational 
activities, recreational needs, and so 
forth, and these differences lead to dif
ferent policies and objectives. 

Linking research and education in the 
water field will ·also provide a continued 
fiow of competent trained scientific man
power in water resources research. At 
the present time there is a short~ge of 
personnel qualified to undertake much 
of the needed research related to water. 
Additional hydrologists, hydroengineers, 
hydroscientists, and so forth, must be 
trained lf we are to have an adequate 
national water research effort. The 
presence of a water research center with
in a college or university will provide 
the catalyst for increasing the number 
of scientists, engineers and other spe
cialists that. are needed. 

The most important part of this legis
lation may turn out to be·, not the new 
research program at State level, but the 
provisions in title II which call for estab
lishing a center for cataloging scientific 
research in all fields of water resources, 
and give congressional direction to the 
President to clarify Federal agency re
sponsibilities for water resources research 
and provide adequate and effective in
teragency coordination of all water re
search activities. This latter provision 
was not ·in the legislation that came over 
from the other body. Under this lan
guage it will be essential for the Presi
dent to determine what measures must 
be taken in order to eliminate the du
plication and waste that has occurred in 
the past in the overall Federal water 
research effort. I believe that Mr. SAY
LOR is going to discuss this aspect of the 
legislation in more detail but suffice it to 
say that there are numerous Federal 
departments and agencies carrying on 

water resources research activities under 
their programs and authority without 
their programs being related to one an
other or without paying much attention 
to what the others are doing in this field. 
It is my hope that this direction to the 
President for providing effective inter
agency coordination will save the Fed
eral Government more than sufficient 
funds to carry on the new research pro
gram we are establishing. 

There is one provision in this bill which 
I am sure will be brought up in our con
sideration today. It is the language pro
viding for not more than one research 
center in each State, with this center to 
be located at the land-grant college un
less the State legislature designates some 
other institution. If there are two land
grant colleges in the State, which is the 
case in several States, the Governor 
would have authority to make the desig
nation. I would like to point out that 
the designation of the college or institu
tion in each State is left to the State if 
the State wants to assume this respon
sibility. The committee strongly believes 
that there should be no more than one 
research center in each State. Further 
dissipation of the funds, we believe, would 
result in very little worthwhile research 
being accomplished. This is the reason 
we deleted the provision included in the 
legislation that came over from the other 
body which provided no limitation on the 
number of colleges or institutions which 
could share in the grant. I might point 
out that there is nothing to prevent ar
rangements within a State whereby some 
of the research work can be done by in
stitutions other than the one receiving 
the grant. 

It should be made absolutely clear that 
this program is intended to contribute 
materially to our national effort in this 
field. Worthwhile research is expected 
on problems that exist and need to be 
resolved-problems of a local or regional 
nature. This is not to be a boondoggle 
or a program just to spread financial aid 
among universities and colleges through
out the Nation for them to build up their 
staffs. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the legislation 
which the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs brings to the House today 
is needed and will contribute to this Na
tion's effort to provide adequate water 
supplies for our growing economy. 

A question has been raised as to why 
we chose the land-grant colleges. I wish 
to advise my colleagues that the land
grant-college system came into existence 
in 1862, during the administration of 
President Lincoln, an administration 
filled with worthwhile projects for the 
people of the United States. There have 
been, throughout the decades of our na
tional life, many suggestions that we 
have a University of the United States. 
The nearest we come to a University of 
the United States is the Federal Govern
ment's sponsorship of land-grant col
leges. This, in effect, is the reason why 
we have chosen the land-grant colleges. 
Those colleges have a record of having 
served in such programs, which especially 
benefit the agricultural and social in
terests of the areas in which they are 
located. 
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I believe this is good legislation. I 
hope it will receive the unanimous sup
port of the Committee. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee, one of the most important 
elements, if not the most important ele
ment, with respect to sustaining life on 
this earth is water. Unfortunately, we in 
this country have used it with careless 
abandon. We have no planning. We 
have wasted; we have plundered; we 
have robbed our waters. We have al
lowed our waters in many places to be
come polluted. 

This bill is an attempt by the House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs to bring some order out of the 
chaos which exists with regard to the 
water problems of this country. 

I commend the chairman of the full 
committee, the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. AsPINALL], and the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. RoGERS], for having seen to it that 
this legislation was heard before our 
committee and reported to the House. 

The chairman of the full committee 
has discussed the phases of this bill 
which have to do with the study of water 
and water problems by the various land
grant colleges in this country. I am very 
much in favor of that study being con
ducted, because the problems of water 
are different in the various States in the 
Union. It is only as we have educated 
research by the various States on the 
problems which directly affect those 
States that we shall ever be able to solve 
the water problems of this country. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall focus my re
marks on the relationship between this 
legislation and our overall Federal Gov
ernment effort in water resources re
search. It is my belief that the most 
important part of this legislation is the 
provisions which relate to interagency 
coordination of our research activities 
and are designed to eliminate duplica
tion and waste. In all the days of testi
mony before our committee, the most 
often mentioned aspect of water research 
and most of the questions were related 
to the present lack of coordination 
among the numerous Federal depart
ments and agencies already conducting 
water resources research and the result
ing duplication and waste. 

There are at the present time more 
than 2 dozen bureaus or equivalent units 
in eight major departments and inde
pendent agencies engaged in water 
resources research with overlapping re
sponsibilities. It is not only the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
that has been concerned with this situa
tion. The distinguished chairman of the 
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee, 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KIRWAN], 
and his ranking minority counterpart, 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN], 
has been trying to do something about 
this for years, and, more recently, a 
subcommittee of the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, headed by Boa 
JoNES of Alabama, has exposed this Fed
eral agency duplication and overlapping. 
Each of the numerous agencies has seen 
in water an opportunity to expand its 

operations and develop in importance, 
and this impetus for self-development 
has promoted interagency competition 
and jealousies. The executive branch 
has failed to provide a coordinated pro
gram with the efforts of each agency 
delineated on the basis of competency 
and experience, and, until the executive 
does this, we will continue to have dupli
cation and waste of manpower and 
money. It has been my observation that 
those who continue to harangue the Con
gress and the public about a national 
water crisis are the most vocal in pro
moting individual agency growth rather 
than interagency coordination. 

The Congress, of course, must shoulder 
a part of the blame for this situation. 
The authorizations of Congress to the 
several departments are so broad that 
each could take over the entire responsi
bility for water if it could obtain the 
money to do so. An example of what I 
mean is the assertion of the Public 
Health Service that water pollution con
trol by that agency means that it is con
cerned with the total problem of water 
quality management. For instance, it is 
studying the salinity problem in the Col
orado River Basin which specifically has 
been assigned by the Congress to the De
partment of the Interior. It is of ut
most importance that agency responsi
bilities in this field be clarified. 

In our committee's consideration of 
this problem of duplication and overlap
ping, we concluded that there were two 
requirements which could be written into 
S. 2 that would be helpful. First, the 
committee adopted language calling for 
the establishment of a cataloging center 
for cataloging current and projected 
scientific research in all fields of water 
resources. The direction to the Presi
dent in the legislation for establishing 
this center does not specify which agency 
or office should be given the responsibil
ity. However, the committee under
stands that the responsibility probably 
would be given to the Office of Science 
and Technology and that the actual cat
aloging would be done by the Science 
Information Exchange which is already 
established for the collection of other 
scientific information. The committee 
believes this provision is important be
cause the publication of research and 
the collection of scientific information 
in one location is a major means by 
which duplication can be prevented. 

The second and still more important 
requirement for preventing duplication 
is interagency coordination. The com
mittee adopted language which directs 
the President to clarify Federal agency 
responsibilities for Federal water re
sources research and to provide adequate 
interagency coordination of all water re
sources activities, including research 
which would be authorized by the legis
lation we are considering today. This 
direction by law should strengthen the 
hand of the President in resolving this 
problem. It should provide the authority 
needed to clarify and delineate agency 
responsibilities and to limit their opera
tions, thereby providing full and effec
tive coordination of all water resources 
research activities in the Federal estab
lishment. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the ad
ditional research which this legislation 
authorizes is needed and that the lan
guage which I have discussed providing 
for interagency coordination will result 
in saving both manpower and money. 
In all probability it will mean that the 
water research of the Federal Govern
ment would eliminate duplication, would 
eliminate waste and provide the greatest 
good for the entire country. I urge that 
this bill be adopted. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be 
well to have a short discussion of the 
separate titles in this bill and the sepa
rate sections of it. The hill, of course, 
has two titles, and there are several sec
tions under each. Under title I, the re
search institutes, section lOO<a), which 
is the first section of the bill, provides for 
a 10-year water research grant program 
by the Federal Government. These ap
propriations are to be made by the Secre
tary of the Interior and the payments by 
the Secretary of the Interior to the land
grant college or other college or univer
sity designated by the State legislature 
are, of course, to be determined by the 
applications filed with the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
do I understand the gentleman correctly 
that this money is to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of the Interior; the Secre
tary of the Interior will allot to the re
spective States their proportionate allot
ments as set forth in the law and that 
this money, except by act of the State 
legislature must go to the already desig
nated land-grant colleges? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. With this ex
ception: The application must be filed 
with the Secretary of the Interior and 
unless the application filed by the land
grant college or any other college, even 
that designated by the legislature, meets 
the requirements to carry out the pur
poses of this bill, then the Secretary of 
the Interior would not be, in my opinion, 
obligated to make the grant to that 
college simply because it was a land
grant college. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. Further, I want 
to commend the gentleman and the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, for bringing to the House this 
forward-thinking piece of legislation for 
action today. It is long past due. The 
time is close at hand when, unless we 
do take some affirmative steps to provide 
for water resources development we are 
going to face a crisis in water which far 
exceeds the crisis which we anticipate 
in such problems as food. Again, Mr. 
Chairman, I commend the gentleman 
and his committee on this forward
thinking legislation. 

Mr. ROGERS or Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from Loui
siana for his words on this subject and 
also for the splendid contribution he has 
made to the solution of the water prob
lems since he came to Congress. 
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Proceeding with the sectional discus
sion, I would point out, in the first year 
of this program, as the able chairman of 
the committee, the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. AsPINALL] stated, the grant 
would be $75,000 to each State; in the 
second and third years $87,500 and 
$100,000 for each year thereafter during 
the life of the program. What the House 
committee did was to cut this program 
just about in half as it was presented 
in the original bill, S. 2, which was sent 
over from the other body. We did this 
for several reasons, but the primary 
reason was that we wanted to get a 
proper research program into focus, one 
that would be effective, one that would 
work. And we felt that we as the Con
gress ought to maintain control of this 
and see how it worked over a 10-year 
period. If it were not working right, we 
could make certain changes in it. If it 
were then working properly, we could 
extend the program. 

Mr. Chairman, this goes to all of the 
States of the United States, the 50 States, 
and Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs pointed out earlier, the money 
would go to the land-grant college in 
the State, if there is only one land-grant 
college. If there are two, then the Gov
ernor makes the designation. But in any 
event the legislatures of the several 
States will have the full power to con
trol where this money goes, because we 
grant them in this proposed act the 
power to designate a college other than 
the land-grant college to receive these 
funds and to do this research work. 

Mr. Chairman, it was thought that 
this was a move to preserve and protect 
the dignity and the power of the States 
or the rights of the State legislatures. 
Certainly, if they wanted to make a 
change, they should have the right to do 
so. Any of these institutions, however 
designated, must meet the capability re
quirements set up by the Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior to carry 
out an effective program. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, a designated col
lege or a university could make arrange
ments with other colleges or universities 
to participate in research work. How
ever, I believe it would be well to point 
out that one reason we wanted this cen
tered at one college was so that this over
all program would not be fractionated 
or fragmented so that it would not be 
effective and we would have several col
leges receiving a few thousand dollars 
each and nothing effective could be done. 

Mr. Chairman, the question that has 
been asked of me most often is this: As 
to whether or not this research program 
would make it possible for some activ
ities to be carried on by institutions 
other than universities or colleges; for 
instance, a nonprofit organization whfch 
is engaged in water research work. My 
answer to that is this: I think that would 
depend upon the application made to the 
Secretary of the Department of the In
terior, specifying the type research that 
they wanted to perform. Certainly, it 
ought to be within the power of the uni
versity or the land-grant college to farm 
out some work in connection with their 

overall projects to a nonprofit corpora
tion or a profitmaking corporation, as far 
as that is concerned, if this information 
is needed in the research problem with 
which they are working and could be 
obtained at a much cheaper cost, or even 
at a cheaper cost than if they had to 
set up new facilities at the university 
with which to perform this research. 
Certainly, I hope that will be the policy 
which will be followed. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to my 
distinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JoNAsJ. 

Mr. JONAS. I am not opposed to this 
bill, but am seeking a little information. 
It seems a little unusual to allocate the 
some amount of funds to every single 
State in the Union for purposes of 
research. 

Now, is it the opinion of the committee 
that such widely diffused and dispersed 
research in every State would come 
nearer accomplishing the desired pur
poses than to concentrate this effort in, 
perhaps, fewer than the 50 States? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That prob
lem was discussed at length, permit me 
to say to my distinguished colleague, and 
touched upon from many angles. 

There is a provision in this act that 
would prevent Federal control of educa
tion. It was put in the bill because there 
was in the mind of the members of the 
committee the thought that there might 
be an attempt to federalize this situa
tion; whereas, what we wanted to accom
plish was to make it possible for the Fed
eral Government to participate in an 
overall program, yet to preserve State 
rights, if you want to refer to it as that. 
We realized there were many different 
problems in different States having to do 
with water. One of the primary things 
we were seeking to accomplish was to 
utilize these educational institutions in 
order to make it possible for young peo
ple to become interested in this particu
lar problem and this particular research, 
because the hearings that we had indi
cated that there is a marked shortage in 
our people who are willing to go into this 
program and to become teachers. It was 
felt this could be done at a much cheap
er cost in the overall by letting these 
different educational institutions pursue 
this research and accomplish a twofold 
program. 

Mr. JONAS. Will funds be available 
to "X" State, for example, if it does not 
have a program in this field, or will the 
funds be supplementary funds used to 
help an orderly program that the States 
already have? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Well, the re
quirements set up by the Secretary of 
the Interior for effective research must be 
present in their application. It was an
ticipated there might be States that had 
perhaps a small operation in this research 
field that would want to join with an
other State or two or three other States, 
and put up one institution for regional 
development. Provision is made in this 
bill to take care of that situation so that 
these States can join together. But they 
not only must make a sound case when 
they present it to the Secretary of the 

Interior for the original grant, but they 
must report to him each year and the 
Secretary must report to the Congress 
of the United States on the development. 

Mr. JONAS. The reason I ask that 
question is because I rather question how 
much research you can do for $75,000. 
If this allocation is going to a State that 
is not interested in putting up some 
money also and does not have a center 
engaged in this work, how much effective 
work. can be done with $75,000? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The gentle
man's point is very well taken. That is 
the reason we wanted the State to justify 
the research program it was going into. 
We realized the limited amount of money 
available here would make it necessary 
that they have some hardware, as the 
chairman of the full committee pointed 
out, and a program in operation in which 
they could move into other research 
fields by the coordinated use of other ac
tivities that they had. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
want to commend the chairman of my 
full committee and the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas, chairman of the 
subcommittee, for bringing this legisla
tion to the Congress. It has long been 
needed. 

May I ask this question: We have now 
various and sundry research programs in 
various departments of the Government, 
such as Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Inte
rior, TV A, and others. We now are 
spending approximately $75 million per 
year on these programs. 

Will this legislation not have a tend
ency to pull together these various pro
grams so there will be some central place 
where anyone interested in water re
sources would be able to go to find what 
other departments of Government are 
doing? In this way we all would know 
exactly what is being done. This would 
draw these programs together, provid
ing a place where anyone interested in 
water development could obtain infor
mation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman from Florida for bringing out 
this very important point. I might say 
it is one that the distinguished Member 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLOR] the 
ranking member of the Interior Commit
tee, brought out so fine before the Rules 
Committee. 

There is in this bill a specific provi
sion for the cataloging of these activi
ties in water research. There is also 
the additional proviso for the President 
to clarify the coordination that ought to 
be brought about as between the differ
ent departments in water research. I 
think it would be a good thing for this 
country if laws dealing with research 
problems in other scientific fields could 
follow the predicate that has been laid 
down in this legislation to do just what 
the gentleman from Florida has pointed 
out. By this means we could find out 
what is going on in other departments, 
we may know what our needs are, and 
make much greater headway at much less 
cost, I think, than we have in the past. 
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Let me go on. We have acutally cov

ered the most important sections. The 
second section of the act specifies the 
requirement that the research centers 
conduct competent research in proper 
relationship to training scientists, which 
was the point brought out by the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

In section 101 (a) there is an addi
tional proviso for additional funds for 
specific research proposals. These are 
available to State research centers, in 
the overall amount of $1 million in the 
first year, increasing to $5 million in the 
fifth year and thereafter during the 10-
year period. These funds for these addi
tional specific research proposals are 
ruvailable to the States only on a dollar
for-dollar matching basis. I think it 
would be well for everyone to be aware 
of that. 

The next section of the bill, 101 (b) , 
provides for applications for grants un
der the first section of the bill. 

Section 102 outlines the details for 
annual payments to the State institu
tions and requires an accounting by the 
State institution. It also requires an 
annual report on the research work ac
complished. I think this is very impor
tant, and certainly a matter that should 
be included in the bill. 

Section 103 authorizes the use of funds 
for printing and publishing the results 
of research and for administrative plan
ning and direction, including cooperative 
research work. There was some objec
tion to that in the committee, but after 
it was all studied out in this type of pro
gram, I think it is very important and 
very necessary. 

Under section 104, the Secretary of 
the Interior is charged with the adminis
trative responsibility for the program. 
Under this provision he is required to 
make an annual report to the Congress, 
which is, of course, most important and 
I am sure it will come to our committee. 

Section 105 prohibits construction of 
this act as impairing or modifying the 
legal relation between colleges and the 
government of the State in which they 
are located. It also prohibits Federal 
control or direction of education, which 
is also important. 

Under title II of the bill, section 200 
provides for consultation between the 
Secretary of the Interior and other Fed
eral agencies with research work prob
lems, primarily to avoid duplication. 
This is the predicate being laid for what 
we were discussing a minute ago when 
the gentleman from Florida asked his 
question. 

Section 201 provides that this act does 
not give the Secretary of the Interior 
authority in research programs over 
other Federal agencies, that this act 
does not impair existing programs, but it 
does provide that there should be proper 
coordination between these different 
agencies, as referred to in section 204, 
which we will come to in a minute. 

Section 202 provides contract arrange
ments can be made without regard to 
section 3684 of the revised statutes when 
the Secretary concludes that advance 
payments are necessary. 

Section 203 provides for all informa
tion gained under this act to be made 

generally available to the public as 
against patent rights. 

Section 204 directs the President toes
tablish a center for cataloging scientific 
research information in all fields of 
water research-which is the very point 
that the gentleman from Florida brought 
out. 

Section 205 directs the President to 
spell out agency responsibilities for Fed
eral water resources research and to re
quire effective interagency coordination. 

That is a summation of the different 
sections of the bill. I think it is an ex
cellent bill. I think it is starting in the 
right direction. I think if other seg
ments of research would adopt this type 
of program we could make much addi
tional headway. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the full Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
ASPINALL]. 

Mr. ASPINALL. I think this would 
be an appropriate place to state to our 
colleagues that there will be an amend
ment offered to section 203 having to do 
with the patent provisions. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Yes, that 
amendment as I understand will be of
fered by the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. DADDARIO]. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I am glad to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. McCLORY. I think the gentle
man has made a most significant state
ment particularly with reference to the 
emphasis on water research in the States 
and in State universities or State land
grant colleges. I want to ask this ques
tion, however. It occurs to me that 
some regional centers have already been 
established for research, that is, Federal 
regional research centers, at least, they 
are in the planning stage. I wonder if 
the gentleman envisions any duplication 
between a Federal regional research cen
ter· on the subject of water research on 
the one hand, and on the other hand a 
State research center or an interstate 
center since the bill also authorizes such 
State or interstate research centers? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think the 
gentleman has raised an excellent point 
and one that was discussed by the com
mittee as to the possible conflict or dupli
cations on research activities on both 
the State and local level. Of course, we 
cannot and would not undertake to in
terfere with the State research program. 
But it was anticipated that the Secretary 
of Interior in going into these applica
tions for these grants to be used in a uru...: 
versity or land-grant college could ask 
for information as to what practices and 
procedures were being pursued by the 
State on this particular problem and he 
could also then weigh that information 
against the information he had from 
these other agencies in the Federal Gov
ernment to determine the justification 
for the particular research program that 
was being ~roposed. If there was a du
plication or overlapping, we had hoped 
that the Secretary of Interior, and I am 

sure he would do so, make the suggestion 
to the applicant that certain changes be 
made so that there would be an effective 
research program in the field needed to 
be researched. 

Mr. McCLORY. In other words, it 
is the intent of the Congress by the pas
sage of this bill that there will be one 
research center in a particular region or 
area and that there will not be any 
duplication of regional research centers. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. That is ex
actly right. 

Let me add this thought. What we 
are hoping to do, as I said before, is to 
make it possible for some sort of incen
tive to be created so that young people 
will get into this work. We feel that by 
pursuing this method, although it does 
cost money and there is no question 
about that, and although it appears to 
be a lot of money, when you divide it 
between 50 States and Puerto Rico, then 
there is not much .money for each one 
but we felt that if we could get this 
working and moving forward, we would 
get the effective research that we need 
and that the overall cost of the research 
programs could be cut down. We hope 
to get a lot of information and we hope 
that a lot of information will come from 
the select committee, which is headed by 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
ELLIOTT l, involving these research de
velopment programs in all fields. But 
one of the primary things we want to do 
is to try to prevent duplication. 

Mr. McCLORY. I feel that the bill 
is particularly significant and that the 
gentleman's statement is significant in 
that the water research is being cen
tered on university or college campuses 
because in this way we are going to 
have the best opportunity to get new 
recruits, new talent and new skills for 
careers in these very important fields of 
hydrology and related science disciplines. 

To encourage this concentration of re
search on the college campuses seems to 
me, at least, much more significant 
and much more important than having 
detached regional research centers not 
connected with college campuses. 

I commend the committee for giving 
consideration to the university aspect, to 
the educational ·aspect, of water research 
and the further work which needs to be 
done in this field. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. HALL. I rise for some additional 
information. Some of it relates to the 
questioning of my colleague from illinois, 
who made inquiry, in his statement, of 
the subcommittee chairman, as well as 
the chairman of the full committee and 
the ranking minority member. 

I should like to know the opinion of the 
subcommittee, after its deliberations and 
hearings and the research it has done on 
the problem of water and hydrology, for 
I am intensely interested in that subject, 
since I come from the great State of 
Missouri, surrounded, as it is, by other 
States interested in the same problems of 
the great riverways, such as the Mis-
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souri, the Tilinois, and the Ohio, which 
all enter into the State of Missouri or 
into contiguous areas. 

What are to be the relationships with 
the recently established Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare regional 
research laboratories on hydrology? I 
have speciflcally in mind the one estab
lished last year, I believe at the Univer
sity of Michigan at Lansing. 

There are to be seven of those through
out the United Stteas. They are either 
in the process of being established or 
are indeed now functioning. 

Of course, I would wish to be sure that 
this work is in addition to but not a du
plication o.f the work in those particular 
areas. 

Can the gentleman give me some re
assurance about that? After that I have 
another question. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Yes. As was 
brought out in the hearings, we hope that 
there will be no difficulty in getting com
plete coordination among the institu
tions to which the gentleman refers, and 
the facilities being established, and the 
procedures and facilities to be set up un
der this act. If there is any difficulty in 
this regard, we expect and we will con
tinue to expect that the Secretary of 
the Interior will report the difficulties 
to the Congress in annual reports. 

I believe it was the unanimous feeling 
of the subcommittee and of the full com
mittee that if any difficulty is experienced 
in getting complete coordination in this 
area, Congress will move in to take 
affirmative action to correct it. 

Mr. HALL. The gentleman from Tex
as does not feel that there may be a 
jurisdictional question as to research on 
hydrology between the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, which 
has set up these seven large regional re
search laboratories on water, and the De
partment of the Interior or indeed the 
other concurring departments of the 
Cabinet, which have all agreed, as do I, 
that this is a good bill calling for a just 
use of Federal funds on a matching 
basis to stimulate State research on this 
most important problem of water con
servation? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I wish to be 
completely honest with the gentleman 
from Missouri. I do not want the gen
tleman to believe for 1 minute that I 
have gotten myself to believe that there 
will not be jurisdictional flghts. I be
lieve we must be realistic in facing the 
problem. The committee realizes that 
there are going to be some conflicts. 
There are going to be some jurisdictional 
conflicts; but we hope that the passage 
of this legislation will spell out to the de
partments involved that we want those 
conflicts reduced to a minimum and that 
if the conflicts are not reduced then we 
will expect to do something further 
about it. 

That was the reason for title TI in the 
bill, which says that the executive office 
should spell out the coordination which 
is expected in getting this job done. The 
Congress will have a report on this each 
year, as to how it is being done. There 
will be a cataloging facility so that the 
Congress can check at times, and, if Con
flt:ess is not satisfled with what the Sec-

retary has given to it, Congress can take 
action. 

That is the reason why I think if oth
er areas of research would use this same 
program, this country could be saved 
some real money. 

Mr. HALL. I certainly hope what you 
say is true on both sides of the coin. I 
would hope that we can and we will 
maintain a sharp legislative oversight in 
this area to prevent duplication on the 
one hand. Yet, I would hope if there are 
to be regional research labora tortes on 
this very vital problem, I think it is im
portant that we make this legislative 
record, just as the gentleman who is in 
the well of the House now has, for the 
implementing regulations that would put 
this into effect. I hope that in those 
States which do now perchance have 
one of the seven regional centers or oth
ers that might be allocated or located in 
the future this will not preclude neces
sarily their participation at the State lev
el because of variations in the water 
problem at the different State levels. 

If I may continue now, I would like to 
ask a second question. Is it your 
thought, thinking of the health value of 
water in particular, which would be my 
forte, that this would apply not only to 
water tables and water levels and sources 
of water supply but maybe to research 
into the toxic problems that we are hav
ing with some of our water as well? I 
am particularly aware of the third an
nual great flsh kill that has occurred on 
the Missouri River, which is a great 
source of industrial water and personal 
water use by individuals as well as for 
irrigation purposes and all of the other 
uses of water, which occurred probably 
as a result of pesticides used in areas far 
up the river. Of course, you know this 
happened way down in the big Missis
sippi River itself last year. I would hope 
that this research goes further than just 
establishing sources of water or replen
ishing and recycling water as a God:. 
given resource for the use of the people 
and that we try to avoid the desecration 
and the pollution of this resource. 
Would the gentleman comment on that? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Yes. I think 
I would refer· the gentleman to page 5 of 
the House report in which the statement 
is set forth there which came out of the 
Senate Select Committee on National 
Water Resources. I think that the par
ticular items mentioned there on that 
page would include just about every
thing that you would think of with re
gard to water research and development, 
and certainly those having to do with 
health, as the gentleman points out. 

Mr. HALL. I will say to the gentle
man that I have read that, and that is 
one of the reasons why I asked the ques
tion. It deals with desalinization, which 
I think will eventually become an atomic 
energy problem insofar as the state of 
the art as it is now developing is con
cerned. However, I see nothing in there 
with regard to the toxins or the waste 
products of industry or pesticides and 
sprays in particular which must be used 
to produce foodstuffs and flbers and pest 
control. At the same time we must re
serve usable potable waters for ourselves. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I refer the 
gentleman to subsection <e> on page 5 

under "Justiflcation and Need" where it 
says: 

(e) Reduction of dilution requirements for 
pollution abatement by development of im
proved methods for treatment or control 
of waste materials that are disposed of in 
water. 

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman, 
and I think we should add there "in
secticides." 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. It is my un
derstanding that the Senate had in mind 
the same things that the gentleman is 
talking about. Certainly I would hope 
that the departments downtown would 
consider this. That is what our commit
tee thinks. 

Mr. HALL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 

chairman of the committee. 
Mr. ASPINALL. I would like to clear 

up the record on this. This part of the 
report from the Senate select commit
tee was not put in here as a matter of 
limitation of activities but rather in ex
planation, and all the matters having to 
do with water and keeping it in a potable 
condition will be considered. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman, and I think it is well to point 
out it was the feeling of the subcommit
tee and the committee under the gentle
man from Colorado that the points made 
by the gentleman from Missouri about 
research with respect to pollution and 
the use of insecticides and pesticides was 
certainly within the thought of the com
mittee in offering this legislation for pas
sage to the House. 

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. McCLORY. I want to add merely 
this. The Jones committee, to which the 
gentleman in the well made reference 
~arlier, held hearings last week in Kan
sas City, Mo., with regard to the Mis
souri River Basin. I have the privilege 
of serving as a member of that subcom
mittee which is conducting a nationwide 
investigation of our water resources and 
of water pollution. I might say that in 
the course of the hearings there was a 
very strong case made for the establish
ment at the University of Kansas, or one 
of the universities in the Missouri River 
Basin, for the type of research center 
which would be possible under this legis
lation. I do not feel, especially with re
gard to the Missouri River Basin, that 
there would be any duplication so far as 
the projected regional research center of 
the Public Health Service at Ann Arbor 
is concerned. I do not know whether it 
is in operation or has even yet been con
structed. At any rate, I do not envision 
any duplication there. This legislation 
would enable the establishment on a col
lege campus of the type of water research 
center which I think Congress has in 
mind and which is envisioned by this 
bill and by the report of the commit
tee. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the Some years ago as a member of the 
gentleman from North Carolina. House Committee on Agriculture, I went 

Mr. JONAS. I notice that the pro- to the far western part of this Nation 
gram described in section 101 (a) is a into the home country of the chairman 
10-year program. of this great Committee on Interior and 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Yes, sir. Insular Affairs. For the first time, I 
Mr. JONAS. But I do not note any realized how important the conservation 

limitation on the authorization provided of snow was. I found out there the 
in section 100 (a). Is it the idea of the problem was getting the water and hold
committee that that would be a perma- ing it, whereas our problem in Florida 
nent authorization? is not so much to get the water, but to 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Does the hold it once we get it, and to make ar-
gentleman mean 200 (a) ? rangements for it to find its last resting 

Mr. JONAS. 100(a). place without irreparable damage to the 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will topography of Florida. 

the gentleman yield? In Florida, our problems are different 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I am pleased from the problems in Colorado, Texas, or 

to yield to the distinguished chairman of California, or any of the other great 
the committee. States in the Union. We have at Silver 

Mr. ASPINALL. Page 12 authorizes Springs, Fla., in the congressional dis
appropriations only for the beginning trict of my able colleague, the gentle
with a lesser amount and going up to man from Florida [Mr. HERLONG], mag
the amount permitted in the 4th, 5th, nificent springs that have a daily outflow 
6th, 7th, 8th, 9th, and lOth year. . which would just about take care of the 

Mr. JONAS. That is on page 14? water needs of the city of New York. 
Mr. ASPINALL. That is on page 12 of And, over in the Suwannee River area 

the bill. in Florida, half of which is in my dis-
Mr. JONAS. On what line is that? trict and the other half in the district 
Mr. ASPINALL. That is on line 11. of my able colleague, the gentleman 

In line 13 there is an authorization of from Florida [Mr. FuQUA] we have an 
appropriation to the Secretary of the almost unbelievable water resource. 
Interior for the fiscal year 1965 and so This beautiful stream rises in the Oke
on. fenokee Swamp in Georgia, and mean-

Mr. JONAS. Is this the same limita- ders its way in a veritable fairyland of 
tion that is contained in section 101(a)? fauna down into the Gulf of Mexico. It 

Mr. ASPINALL. The 10-year period, is fed by myriad streams-beautiful, 
yes. soothing, clear streams. 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, will The interesting fact is that water in 
the gentleman yield? both Silver Springs, Fla., and the water 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I am pleased in the Suwannee River, find their last 
to yield to the distinguished gentleman resting place in the Gulf of Mexico and 
from Florida. the Atlantic Ocean. So perhaps that 

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman, I water is wasted, and someday we might 
rise in support of this important legisla- find a way to use this magnificent re
tion which, if enacted into law, would source. 
establish water resources research cen- We have problems with the replenish
ters at land-grant colleges and State uni- ment of the aquifers in Florida. Quite 
versities, to stimulate water research at frequently, without much rainfall in 
other colleges, universities, and centers Florida, our underground streams are 
of competence, and to promote a more replenished because of the peculiar sys
adequate national program of water re- tern of replenishing these aquifers. I 
search. understand the replenishment comes 

I want to thank the Committee on In- from as far away as North Carolina. 
terior and Insular Affairs for giving me Now, the first title of the bill, title I, 
a hearing on this legislation. I intro- authorizes State water resources re-_ 
duced in the House a companion bill to search institutes at a college or univer
S. 2, but as I pointed out in my appear- sity in the particular State, which col
ance before the committee, I was not lege or university shall, unless otherwise 
insisting on the approval of S. 2 to the provided by act of the legislature of the 
dotting of an "i" and the crossing of a State concerned, be a land-grant college 
"t." This great Committee on Interior or University. I think this approach is a 
and Insular Affairs of the House has good approach. The University of Flor
worked its will, and you will note has ida, my alma mater, and a great insti
reported S. 2 with amendments, and I tution as I have said, located in my con
concur in the action that they have gressional district, is a land-grant col
taken. lege. For 10 summers of my life, I 

Mr. Chairman, I represent an area in worked with the Extension Service at the 
Florida in which is located the University University of Florida, so I am familiar 
of Florida, at Gainesville. The president with the research work that has been 
of that great institution, Dr. J. Wayne done by that university and other land
Reitz, appeared before the Senate com- grant universities and colleges through
mittee in favor of this type of legislation. out the country in the area of water re
He has talked with me in detail about search. Title I makes possible the work 
the importance of this type of legislation of this research through a water re
for Florida. It is my understanding that sources research center at a land-grant 
the National Association of Land-Grant college. Now, of course, it is not the 
Colleges has approved this type of legis- purpose of this legislation to dictate to 
lation, and I appreciate the information the State agency all of the particulars of 
that they have given me concerning the the establishment of the research insti
importance of our water resources. tute or center, but I think it is the pur-

pose of this legislation to suggest that 
these centers should be established at 
places that have developed areas of com
petence. I feel that many of our people 
connected with the experiment stations 
of agriculture and engineering at the 
University of Florida have developed 
competence in the field of water re-
search. I think if this legislation is 
passed, as I believe it will be, that the 
program should seek the institution and 
not the institution the program. I feel 
that we should give priority to areas 
where competence in water research-if 
not already a proven fact has demon
strated the possibility of gaining that 
competence in the very near future. 

The program in title I is patterned 
after the Hatch Act of 1887. It is not a 
new type of approach for Federal aid to 
education. It is based on an approach 
that has proved to be successful. As a. 
member of the House Committee on 
Agriculture, I have been impressed with 
the far-reaching beneficial results of the 
Hatch Act of 1887. Largely, I think, be
cause of that legislation we have in 
America today a great agricultural abun
dance. One farmer in America can pro
duce enough for 27 other people. Pro
ductivity on American farms of certain 
commodities could be increased 25 per
cent in 2 years if we wanted to make a 
tremendous effort toward that end. This 
is a result, let me repeat again, largely, 
I think, of the Hatch Act of 1887. 

The bill provides for the printing and 
publishing results thereof; and for ad
ministrative planning and direction. In 
section 104, the Secretary of the Interior 
is charged with the responsibility for the 
proper administration of this act, and 
the Secretary is directed to make an an
nual report to Congress of the receipts 
and expenditures and work of the in
stitutes in all States under the provi
sions of this act. 

Title II of the bill provides for the co
operation and coordination of all agen
cies of the Federal Government con
cerned with water problems. Particular 
stress is given to the importance of sup
plementing, and not duplicating, estab
lished water research programs. I think 
this is a very important aspect of the 
legislation. It is my understanding this 
year there are presently 5 departments 
and 3 separate agencies, with a total 
of some 23 different agencies, conducting 
water resources research in connection 
with their authorized missions. Approx
imately $76 million has been appropri
ated this year for water research activi
ties, and the amounts requested for water 
research are increasing every year. We 
must, then, avoid duplication and we 
must be sure that the water research 
provided for in this legislation is not a 
duplicatibn of the important work that is 
already being done. 

Another very important aspect of this 
legislation, Mr. Chairman, is outlined in 
section 204 of title II, as follows: 

There shall be established in such agency 
and loca'tion as the President determines to 
be desirable, a center for cataloging current 
and projected scientific research in all fields 
of water resources. 

The cataloging center is absolutely es
sential. I believe that at the present 
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time there is no aqequate provision for 
compiling the vast amount of water re
search that is being done. Certainly it 
is basic, if we avoid a duplication, that we 
have this cataloging center. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize that this leg
islation will cost money. In this particu
lar bill, sufficient funds are authorized 
to be appropriated so that each research 
center would receive a Federal grant of 
$75,000 in the first year of the program, 
$87,500 in the second and third years, 
and $100,000 thereafter for the life of 
the program. Additional funds would be 
available to the research centers on a 
dollar-for-dollar matching basis. These 
funds would be allocated by the Secre
tary of the Interior on the basis of spe
cific research proposals by the research 
centers. The overall limitation on these 
matching funds would be $1 million in 
the first year of the program, increasing 
to $5 million in the fifth year, and there
after for the life of the program. The 
legislation limits the life of the program 
to 10 years, which I think is very de
sirable, in order to give the Congress an 
opportunity to review the program and 
determine the need for extension, modi
fications, and so forth. I believe we are 
justified in spending this money because 
of the necessity of conserving our water 
resources. 

Let me emphasize, for example, the 
need for research on the use of Florida's 
water resources: Florida is richly en
dowed with water resources-resources 
that have enabled a rapidly growing 
population to expand its residential, 
commercial, industrial, and recreational 
facilities and at the same time raise its 
per capita income to an all-time high. 
With only a modest investment in re
search on water and facilities for making 
them more useful, these same resources 
are more than ample to sustain the 
State's current rate of economic growth 
for decades to come. On the other hand, 
if the investment is not made now, water 
shortages will begin to restrict economic 
activities at any early date, and the cost 
of developing new sources of water will 
rise very rapidly. 

Before the State's water resources can 
be effectively managed, the whole prob
lem of retaining as much rainfall as pos
sible in the soil, in the aquifers, and in 
the lakes and then making it available at 
the time and place that people can use 
it must be thoroughly examined. Studies 
of how to recharge the Floridian acquifer 
as rapidly as water is being withdrawn 
from it are urgently needed. Some of 
this kind of research is now being done 
in Green Swamp area, but it must be ex
panded and extended to all other parts 
of the State as soon as possible. Like
wise, there is an urgent need for research 
on how to store the optimum amount of 
water in the State's vast natural surface 
water storage system-its lakes and 
streams-and to determine what addi
tional water storage and transportation 
facilities are needed. Some facilities de
signed to achieve this end are now being 
constructed by the central and southern 
Florida flood control district but much 
more must be done if the population of 
the State continues to grow. To date 
only a very small portion of the research 

that must be done before the surface and 
underground water supply of the State 
can be fully utilized has even 'been out
lined, let alone started, primarily because 
research funds have not been available. 

Along with research on how to make 
water available at the time and place 
people can use it, research must be ini
tiated on how to control the destructive 
floods that so frequently accompany hur
ricanes during the rainy seasons. Flood
waters can be and in fact have been ef
fectively removed by ditches and canals, 
but the longrun effects of doing this are 
often most disastrous. The same facili
ties that remove floodwaters rapidly also 
reduce the water table and intensify the 
effects of droughts just as rapidly. In 
other words, overdrainage can have a 
most detrimental effect on citrus, vege
table, and cattle production in many 
areas in which the amount of water re
turned to the atmosphere in the form 
of evaporation and transpiration ex
ceeds the amount received in the form. 
of rain for from 3 to 9 months per year. 
By developing a means of controlling 
floods that is complementary rather than 
conflicting with a sound water manage
ment program, the economic potential of 
the State can be greatly enhanced. 

More research is also needed on how 
to best utilize the large volumes of wa
ter that flow through rivers that origi
nate in other States, pass through Flor
ida, and discharge into the ocean and 
gulf. The . Southeastern River Basin 
Committee is hard at work on this prob
lem, but the implications of its :findings 
and recommendations have not yet been 
carefully examined and evaluated, 
largely because of the lack of research 
funds. 

An investment in research in Florida's 
water resources at the present time is 
essentially an investment in the State's 
future economic development. The most 
desirable environment in which to make 
such an investment is in Florida's land
grant university, where ' all phases of en
gineering, agri.culture, forestry, law, 
medicine, and business, as well as the 
basic sciences, are being studied at the 
graduate level, and hence, where the 
scholars best qualified to do the job are 
located. 

So, Mr. Chairman, let me say again 
that I am in favor of this legislation. I 
want to thank the House Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs for submit
ting this important legislation to us, and 
I hope the House will overwhelmingly 
approve this legislation. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from Flor
ida and would like to say that his con
tribution in this field has been measur- • 
able and his testimony before the sub
committee was most helpful. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I note on 
page 17 of the bill that it is provided 
that the Secretary of the Interior is 
charged with the responsibility for ad
ministration of the act and that after 
full consultation with other interested 
Federal agencies is empowered to pre-

scribe such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out its provisions. 
I would like to ask the gentleman what 
kind of rules and regulations we are 
talking about here? Can he tell us 
whether the Secretary could put condi
tions upon the administration of the 
State water laws or State programs of 
various other kinds, before granting the 
assistance which is provided for under 
this bill, to the State universities in
volved? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. The question 
as to the extent of the power that the 
Secretary of the Department of the In
terior would have was discussed in the 
subcommittee. It was the feeling of 
the subcommittee-and I certainly want 
it to be known that it was my feeling as 
chairman of that subcommittee-that 
the authorization to the Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior is for 
the purpose of enabling him to properly 
administer this law. 

Provision is made for applications to 
be filed so that the Secretary of the De
partment of the Interior may look at 
them to determine whether or not ef
fective research is anticipated by the 
particular organization. 

It is not anticipated that the Secretary 
of the Department of the Interior could 
change the laws or resort to any subter
fuge or circumvention of general reason
able policy in denying a State funds 
under this act. 

I hope that if any university or any 
land-grant college or any school which 
is subsequently included in the program 
if this act is passed becomes even suspi
cious that this were going on, it would 
immediately report it to the Congress. 
This proposed act provides for the Sec
retary of the Department of the Interior 
to make an annual report to the Congress 
so that we may know from year to year 
what is going on, not only with respect 
to the expenditure of the funds but as to 
the research that has been accomplished. 

Mr. TAFT. If the gentleman will yield 
further, would it be fair to say then that 
the rules and regulations that are re
ferred to in this particular section that 
I have mentioned, section 104, relate not 
only to procedures, but they also go be
yond procedures and relate to a control 
given to the Secretary of the Department 
of the Interior to control the field of 
research activity that would be carried on 
under the act. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I believe that 
he possibly could to some extent have 
indirect control over the type research 
that is carried out. But the Secretary 
of the Department of the Interior is un
der the obligation-because we have put 
in the cataloging provision and the co
ordination provision-to justify the 
manner in which he has administered 
this program to the Congress of the 
United States each year. The Congress 
itself can, of course, step in and put a 
stop to any abuses that might be in
dulged in by the Secretary of the Depart
ment of the Interior in carrying out the 
provisions of this act. I can appreciate 
the fact-and I am sure that the gentle
man from Ohio can-that there is a pos
sibility of abuse in ~ny legislation. How
ever, I believe we have here, through the 
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requirement of the reports to be filed heart of the problem as far as South 
by the Secretary of the Department of Vietnam and Laos are concerned. 
the Interior, made it possible for the In my radio interview, in answe:J;' to a 
Congress to step in at any time during particular question, I made it perfectly 
the year or immediately after the end of clear that the decision had been made to 
the year and make whatever changes are prepare these plans but that no decision 
necessary. had been made to implement these plans 

Mr. TAFT. If the gentleman will yield in any way. The United Press and the 
further, that of course would be true of Associated Press quoted this interview 
the administration of any Federal pro- absolutely correctly. The Associated 
gram under any grant or loan such as Press even carried the word "prepare" in 
this. Congress always retains the power italic. 
under the Constitution to step in. So The President was asked about the 
we are talking about nothing more than preparation of such plans as referred to 
the constitutional power of the Congress by me in his press conference today. I 
to control the laws of the United States. was supporting the Johnson administra-

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Permit me to tion in my comments on Sunday. I did 
say this to the gentleman: I have some not use any of the classified testimony 
examples wherein I believe some of the before our Defense Appropriations Com
Departments have gone far beyond the mittee in this connection at any time. 
constitutional inhibition about which The Secretary of Defense appeared be
the gentleman from Ohio is talking. I fore our committee and any member of 
have constantly fought against the inva- our committee will give you, I am sure, 
sion of the legislative prerogatives by complete substantiation of the basic 
Departments downtown. That is one of nonclassified information which I used. 
the things we were trying to point up in We are making plans and preparing 
the hearings on this bill, that we did not plans for this particular contingency. 
want that to be done. We should be and I commend the State 

Mr. TAFT. If the gentleman will yield Department and Department of Defense 
further, it is my own personal feeling for this planning. But when the Presi
that the proper place to put the limita- dent was asked about this at his news 
tion in it and to say what we mean as to conference, he said, and I quote the 
what is to be done, is when the law is United Press story: 
first passed and not after there have been Johnson at first dismissed this by saying 
some abuses. LAIRD-who is chairman of the Republican 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman platform committee this year-is not yet 
for yielding. speaking for the administration. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I thank the But when a newsman pressed the 
gentleman from Ohio for his contribu- question whether there were in prepara
tion. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield tion contingency plans for taking the 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon- war to North Vietnam, President John
sin [Mr. LAIRD]. son said, "I know of no plans being made 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I ask to that effect." That simply is not the 
unanimous consent to proceed out of case. We have contingency plans in this 
order. particular area, and we should not ad-

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection vise the potential enemy in advance that 
we have no such plans. This is very bad 

to the request of the gentleman from national strategy as far as the United 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. States of America is concerned. 
Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Chairman, biparti- If I were at liberty to release the tes

sanship in foreign policy is a fine thing, timony by the Secretary of Defense be
but if we are going to have any kind of fore the Defense Appropriations Com
true bipartisanship we must have com- mittee in the past 2 weeks, it would show 
mon understanding and respect between this is certainly not his position. He 
the majority and minority parties in this supports the position and firm state-

ments of Secretary Rusk. I regret that 
country. the President of the United States used Today the President at his news con-
ference, I believe, misled the American his news conference in this way, be-
people. At that particular news confer- cause the American people deserve to be 
ence the President was asked about a informed and have the right to know. 
statement I made in answer to a ques- Our potential enemy should not under
tion on a radio program which was estimate the will and determination of 
broadcast on Sunday last. The answer our country. 
to a quesion which was asked at that Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
time was based on information supplied 8 minutes to the gentleman from Con
to me by the Secretary of State. Secre- • necticut [Mr. DADDARIO]· 
tary of State Rusk informed me in con- Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, I 
nection with my work as chairman of support the bill which the Committee on 
the Republican platform committee for Interior and Insular Affairs has before 
1964 that the U.S. policy was to take us, but I do believe that section 203 is 
whatever steps may be necessary to pro- subject to amendment. 
teet southeast Asia from a Communist I will offer an amendment to section 
takeover. 203 of the bill. 

I was further informed that all con- This section is a highly restrictive one. 
tingency plans are being made to carry It deals in peremptory fashion with a 
out this policy decision of the adminis- very complex subject-patent ownership. 
tration. The contingency planning in- It was not in the bill as requested by the 
eludes the preparation of plans to go administration. It is objected to by the 
north into North Vietnam to hit at the Bureau of the Budget. It found its way 

into the bill by last-minute amendment 
on the Senate :floor, with no significant 
discussion. I feel it should be amended. 

Section 203 is the latest in a long series 
of efforts to force Federal administrators 
to impose patent restrictions on private 
organizations and individuals doing re
search and development for the Govern
ment-restrictions largely repugnant to 
those doing the work, on whom the Gov
ernment must depend for progress. In 
essence it provides that all property 
rights developed through research spon
sored under the bill shall fall in the pub
lic domain-regardless of the extent of 
the contribution made by the party doing 
the research. 

Mr. Chairman, this section involves a 
controversy of long standing over Fed
eral ownership of patents. For the most 
part the Senate, in recent years, has 
tended to favor Government title to pat
ents arising in the course of research 
done with Federal funds. The House has 
taken the more liberal stand that title 
should be the result of a fair appraisal of 
all the equities involved-going, at times, 
to the Government and, at other times, 
remaining in the contractor subject in 
all cases to a license by the Government 
to use the invention developed royalty
free. 

It has been the history of the House 
generally to reject language such as con
tained in section 203, the most recent 
example being the Clean Air Act, H.R. 
6518, on which final action was taken 
December 10, 1963. At that time I com
mended the managers on the part of the 
House for their efforts and particularly 
for seeing that restrictive language, with 
respect to patents and other proprietary 
rights, was eliminated from the bill. 

The issue is not a simple one. Years 
of study have gone into its attempted 
solution, and even yet there is no gen
erally accepted one. To treat the mat
ter as contemplated in section 203 is 
grossly unfair to both the Government 
and the private contractor or individual. 

I would remind my colleagues that the 
patent right is a constitutional one. It 
was developed in the Constitution, not as 
a special franchise to the entrepreneur, 
but as a device to insure the promotion 
of the arts and sciences. It recognized 
human nature and the value of personal 
ownership-not alone to the individual, 
but to the public as well. 

I would further point out that in recent 
years many of the nations of the world 
which have followed the route of sociali
zation of industry and agriculture have 
discovered-belatedly-what our Found
ing Fathers knew all the time: that the 
man with a personal stake in his work 
does a better job for his contractor. 
Thus, one by one, these countries, in
cluding England, France, Germany, 
Italy, etcetera, and even the Soviet Un
ion, have lately been casting about for 
means of giving greater rewards and in
centive to individual inventors. Ironi
cally, some of them now give their con
tractors a better break patentwise than 
does the United States. They have 
learned that to compete in today's con
sumer market,~ this kind of incentive is 
essential. Those of us who watch the 
balance-:of-payments situation are only 



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 12461 
too painfully aware of how effective their 
competition has become. 

Mr. Chairman, the Government versus 
private ownership of patents problem is 
not static. Much progress has been made 
in the past decade and real milestones 
passed. 

The hearings which our own Subcom
mittee on Patents and Scienctific Inven
tions conducted over a 4-year period did 
much, I believe, to dispel many of the 
misconceptions surrounding this matter. 
The excellent studies conducted by the 
Patents Subcommittee of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee were also invalu
able as a source of factual material. The 
extended debate in the House on the 
Government ownership problem relative 
to amendments of the Space Act, in 1960, 
crystallized the issues. Since then, new 
flexibility instituted by NASA and the 
AEC relative to their patent policies, to
gether with a reassessment of defense 
policies, has brought about a trend away 
from extremes. The 2-year extensive 
study by executive agency heads, which 
culminated in a moderate position by the 
Federal Council for Science and .Tech
nology-and eventually the statement of 
patent policy enunciated by President 
Kennedy last October-now seems to 
have created a stabilized, commonsense 
rationale for the administration of Fed
eral policy until such time as a better one 
may be developed. 

The basic theme of the administration 
policy is contained in this comment from 
the memorandum promulgating the new 
policy, October 10, 1963: 

This statement of policy seeks to protect 
the public interest by encouraging the Gov
ernment to acquire the principal rights to 
inventions in situations where the nature 
of the work to be undertaken or the Govern
ment's past investment in the field of work 
favors full public access to resulting inven
tions. On the other hand, the policy recog
nizes that the public interest might also be 
served by according exclusive commercial 
rights to the contractor in situations where 
the contractor has an estimated nongovern
mental commercial position and where there 
is greater likelihood that the invention would 
be worked and put into civilian use than 
would 'be the case if the invention were 
made more freely available. 

The statement then undertakes to 
spell out guidelines designed to assist 
Federal administrators in making their 
determination of where proprietary 
rights should properly vest. 

Thus the present policy, which is con
trolling except where specific statutes 
provide otherwise, assures protection of 
the public from the antitrust point of 
view, while seeking to guarantee con
tractors that their efforts will be re
warded in proper ratio to their contribu
tion to the research undertaken. 

Mr. Chairman, when legislation con
tains a provision such as section 203 of 
this act, then the head of the Govern
ment agency involved cannot comply 
with the President's carefully formulated 
policy. 

It is in this regard that I call your at
tention to the letter of February 20, 1964, 
to the chairman of the Interior Commit
tee from the Assistant Director for Legis
lative Reference, Bureau of the Budget, 
Mr. PhillipS. Hughes, recommending the 

deletion of section 203. After reference 
to the Presidential statement on Govern
ment patent policy, Mr. Hughes states: 

As reported by your committee, the perti
nent provisions of section 203 of s: 2 would 
not permit this flexib111ty but .would instead 
have the effect of denying patent rights to 
those conducting research in all cases. In 
our judgment, the provisions of section 203 
relating to patents would inhibit the de
sirable flexibility of the administration's 
policy with respect to patent rights and we, 
therefore, recommend the deletion of those 
provisions from S. 2. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to belabor 
the point. 

I would only call your attention to the 
fact that the bill calls upon the great 
land-grant universities or such other col
leges as the individual States may desig
nate to perform the required research 
into solving our water problems. Yet 
many of these colleges and universities
according to a National Academy of 
Sciences study conducted by Dr. Archie 
M. Palmer in 1962-follow established 
patent policies which would have to be 
violated if section 203 remains in this 
bill. Surely, this is not the way to get the 
job done. 

I think it is entirely possible that one 
day in the future we will end up legis
lating overall Government patent policy. 
But to do this by statute will require 
much more study by the appropriate con
gressional committees in collaboration 
with executive agencies, the patent bar 
and private contractors-and after we 
have had more experience with the exist
ing policy statement. In the meantime 
we should not, in a piecemeal manner, 
undermine and corrupt that carefully de
signed policy as section 203 would do. 
We should give it a chance to work. 

Please note that the administration 
policy sets up a procedure for its own re
view and revision as experience dictates 
the need. A patent advisory council is 
set up under the Federal Council for 
Science and Technology to develop fur
ther guidelines for the implementation 
of the policy. The panel was set up early 
this year by the Johnson administration 
and is now actively functioning. It is 
chaired by Dr. William Eaton, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce, and 
has representatives from 21 agencies. 
Under the panel, subcommittees have 
been formed and are in active operation 
for planning university grants and con
tracts, reports, foreign patent manage
ment, domestic patent management, and 
data collection and analysis. More than 
40 senior policy-level administrators are 
involved with the actions of the panel 
and the subcommittees. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from 
Hawaii [Mr. GILL]. 

Mr. GILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this measure. The House 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs has given long and careful consid
eration to the objectives of this bill, and 
modified it to provide maximum effec
tiveness to the immediate program. 

The appropriation of $75,000 to each 
of the State institutions involved during 
fiscal 1965, $87,500 for the next 2 years, 
and $100,000 for each year thereafter up 

to the lOth year will allow the land
grant colleges or other designated insti
tutions in the various States to establish 
teaching and research facilities. These 
facilities and the personnel attached to 
them can serve as the nucleus for train
ing young scientists and techncians in 
the field of water resources. 

In addition, the Secretary of Interior 
can make further money available, on a 
one to one matching basis, for specific 
water research projects at these institu
tions. 

This can well be termed a "seed" pro
gram in an area which daily grows more 
vital to our people. Our rapidly rising 
population, falling water tables, in
creased pollution of existing supplies, 
and tremendous new uses for water all 
combine to make knowledge of this life 
source more critical each day. Strange
ly, we have long taken water for 
granted; our scientific effort and our 
fund of knowledge in this commonplace 
subject has been minimal, compared to 
advances in more spectacular areas. 

It serves us little to spend billions to 
put a man on the barren reaches of the 
moon or to clutter space with satellites 
and rockets, if our farms and cities 
wither for the lack of adequate water. 
With this initial program we should be 
able to attract some of our abler young 
people into a field of endeavor and study 
which will always be basic to life itself. 

In Hawaii we have been blessed with 
relatively abundant water for our large 
urban centers, and we have long been 
concerned with developing water for 
agriculture and our barren areas. But 
as our population grows in Honolulu our 
need to understand the precise function 
of our aquifiers, to control polution, and 
to allow multiple use and breathing 
space for our people in some watershed 
areas becomes ever more intense. This 
bill should allow the University of 
Hawaii to make a start at a long-range 
water research section, help coordinate 
current research, and supply new tech
nicians this problem will require in the 
years ahead. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. WHITE]. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the subcommittee which held 
hearings on S. 2 and reported it, I want 
to commend Chairman RoGERS and 
chairman of the full committee WAYNE 
AsPINALL for the excellent legislation we 
are considering today. The Water Re
sources Research Centers Act of 1964 
has been in the making for some time 
and its passage this year is imperative. 
The bill will provide the necessary funds 
and coordinating facilities for research 
which to this point has been minimal 
and quite unrelated. The research con
templated in S. 2 will find immediate 
application in the critical water re
source problems facing the Nation today. 

In my own State of Idaho there is a 
great deal of interest in water resources 
but the lack of funds for geological, 
physical, legal, and hydrological studies 
have kept activity at quite a low level. 
S. 2 would provide the tools for achiev
ing goals in water research which we 
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have desired for some time. For ~x
ample, there is a great need for an m
ventory of our underground water re
sources because this source may be d~
pleted without our actual knowledge 1f 
there is no accounting for the supply. 
Our university has devoted much time, 
money and energy to this and other 
water questions but the lack of adequate 
funds has limited the scope of this work. 
The need is critical and the legislation 
proposed in S. 2 reasonably and thor
oughly meets this need. 

Changes adopted by the House In
terior Committee are, I believe, great 
improvements over the original language 
of s. 2. Allocation of the funds to State 
universities gives the direction toward 
local water problems. Language adopted 
by the committee which directs the 
President to establish a cataloging cen
ter lays the groundwork for proper co
ordination of the information and the 
research gained at the local levels. The 
10-year limitation will make it incum
bent on us to evaluate the returns . on 
our funds within a relatively short per1od 
of time. It is quite likely that · at the 
end of this period that new directions 
in water resource research activities will 
become necessary. I believe we are 
starting right with enactment of the 
House Interior Committee version of S. 2 
and I believe the legislation provides 
that we will end right. I urge all Mem
bers to favorably consider this fine bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. WELTNER]. 

Mr. WELTNER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to support S. 2, a bill to establish 
water resources research centers. My 
region of the country, the great South
east, has long been a ware of the need 
for conservation and development of 
water resources. This is a necessity if 
we are to meet the growing needs of a 
dynamic economy and an expanding 
population. 

Georgia has led the way in the South
east in approaching the problems toward 
which this legislation is directed. 

In July 19·63, the board of regents of 
the University eystem of Georgia estab
lished the Water Resources Center at the 
Georgia Institute of Technology, in my 
congressional district. The purpose of 
this center is to stimulate a broadly 
based, comprehensive program in water 
resources education and research. 

The director of that center is Prof. 
Carl E. Kindsvater, a nationally recog
nized leader in his field. 

The center at Georgia Tech, with its 
outstanding research facilities and staff, 
places it in position to take immediate 
advantage of this legislation. While the 
amount of Federal funds available to 
each State under the act will be modest, 
I believe its ultimate effect will be the 
establishment of a national network of 
water research centers. Their potential 
will be I am confident, equal to national 
needs. ' I urge the passage of this bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the remainder of my time 
to my colleague from Texas [Mr. 
PICKLE]. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port this measure and wish to commend 

the committee and its able chairman for 
their effective work in bringing out this 
bill. 

There is no more important problem 
facing this Nation-and the world
than the guarantee of enough water for 
the future. As a nation we probably can 
handle in future years matters affect
ing space, room, shelter, and oxygen, but 
problems in the field of water and water 
supply looms as the greatest threat to 
our survival than any other resource. 
we must prepare now for this supply of 
water. There is no better place than to 
start intensive research and study at our 
State universities and colleges, coor
dinated with our Federal Government. 

However each State ought to be given 
the greate~t leeway in carrying out this 
research. Each State ought to know 
best where this research is to be accom
plished, based on the pres~nt water 
study programs, the potential of re
search in each institution, and the water 
plans already formulated within a State. 
I am concerned that the language in the 
present bill is too restrictive in that 
grants might automatically go to a land
grant college rather than the appropri
ate university or college in the State 
which might be better or as equally 
equipped to handle the research. 

I am sure all of us agree that the re
search grants should not be divided be
tween more than one or two schools and 
that the research should go to the school 
best equipped to carry out the aims of 
the Congress. I am fearful that unless 
we change some of th~ language in this 
measure, some of the grants might go to 
schools which have a small or inadequate 
program underway-with little potential 
for development-rather than to a school 
which has already specialized in this 
field. I am hopeful that the committee 
will make the language general in na
ture-giving each State the free author
ity to designate-instead of the grants 
going to land-grant schools alone. 

Now I realize the present language says 
that the grant would go to land-grant 
schools-unless otherwise directed by 
the legislature of a respective State
but that means that the only way any 
other school might get one of these 
grants is perhaps to have a knock-down, 
drag-out fight with the legislature. 

I would think that the bill would be 
much more effective if the Governor, ad
vised by the proper water resources au
thority of the State, or the State water 
resources authority itself, could deter
mine what institution would receive the 
research funds. This would have the 
twofold purpose of, first, more quickly 
expediting the matter, rather than wait
ing for the State legislature to convene
and perhaps becoming bogged down in 
an intramural battle of college alumnae 
politics-and, second, of allowing the 
agency of the State which is most nearly 
associated with the water problems of the 
State to determine which institution is 
best prepared to carry on the best pro
gram. This is certainly an area in which 
the State can best determine the needs 
and problems which it faces. 

Rather than leave the impression that 
the grant must go to a land-grant 
school-unless otherwise designated by 

the legislature-! hope the committee, 
either in the House or at a later point
simply will say that the grants go to a 
respective college or university within 
the State as "designated by the appro
priate State agency having jurisdiction 
over water resource matters within that 
State." It may well be that many of 
these grants will go to land-grant col
leges, and that is fine if that school is 
best equipped to handle the research. 
But other schools ought not to be pre
empted or cut off from the possibilit~ of 
conducting the research. I do not thmk 
the Congress wants to set up a research 
project where it is least effective. It 
ought to be done where it can be the 
most effective. 

There are a number of water re
sources centers established and work
ing throughout the country at this ve~y 
moment. One of these is at the Uru
versity of Texas, under the very able di
rection of Dr. Ernest Gloya and many 
of the departments at the university
ranging from the department of en
gineering to the school of law. Hereto
fore, all of these departments carried on 
separate teaching and research opera
tions. It was deemed a necessity that 
there must be a central mode of opera
tion and coordination to insure that ef
forts of our various experts are chan
neled toward common solution of 
water research problems. 

The University of Texas' Center for 
Research in Water Resources has been 
a going concern for nearly 2 years. It 
has incorporated the best of all depart
ments at the university and has at its 
command some of the leading experts in 
the various areas of water problems. Its 
scope ranges from hydraulics and fluid 
mechanics in the department of en
gineering to water law at the school of 
law. Under the superstructure of the 
research center all of these various de
partment's research would be coordi
nated to map out a completed picture of 
the water situation in the State of Tex
as. As far as the necessary facilities 
are concerned, the area surrounding Aus
tin is ideal because it is the location of 
the University of Texas, and a series of 
lakes and dams on the Colorado River, 
and watersheds. These teams of re
searchers can, with easy . accessibility. 
draw the necessary information to 
formulate a complete picture of our wa
ter problems. And this is not an educa
tional institution scheme alone. Private 
business concerns are participating 
now-in time and money-and are being 
encouraged to participate in order that 
the whole economy and well-being of the 
State can be fully met. In fact, I have 
received letters from several civic minded 
groups, praising the work and for~
sightedness of Dr. Gloyna and the Um
versity of Texas in meeting the challenge 
of this vital problem. · 

Therefore, I think -it is essential that 
this university and the others through
out the country be given a partnership in 
the development of this Federal pro
gram. Title I of the House version of 
the bill would tend to discriminate-even 
though perhaps unintentionally-against 
many well established universities which 
are leaders in water resources research. 
I think it would be a waste of manpow-
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er resources not to stimulate the use of 
existing facilities. Therefore, I favor 
this measure but hope its language be 
broadened. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. I congratulate 
him for his fine presentation. As one 
of the cosponsors of this legislation, I 
join him in urging its adoption as a most 
needed part of the President's long
range approach to the water problems 
of the United States. The water re
search centers authorized by this bill will 
contribute substantially to the solution 
of those problems throughout the 
Nation. 

Mr. PICKLE. I thank the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
CONTE]. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly urge the passage of this most 
worthwhile piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before 
the House this afternoon is absolutely 
essential if this Nation is to have a 
coordinated national program of water 
research. 

In the Commonwealth of Massachu
setts, we have an outstanding land-grant 
college at Amherst, Mass.-the develop
ing, progressive University of Massachu
setts. 

This outstanding school is well 
equipped physically and intellectually 
to continue a program of water research. 
This institution has managed to chart 
an enviable record in related research 
areas and the passage of this legislation 
will further insure their continued ex
pansion in an area of vital concern to the 
citizens of this Nation. 

This program-and I want to take this 
opportunity to congratulate the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. ROGERsl-will go a 
long way toward strengthening the con
tribution that universities can make to 
water resources and related forms of 
research. 

With the projected growth of our 
population, there is an increasing need 
for studies of this kind, and the Univer
sity of Massachusetts will need the funds 
to cope with mounting water-use pro
grams caused not only by the population 
boom but also by an increasing industrial 
society. 

The program would assist both the 
water programs at the local and State 
level and in meeting the critical needs 
of furnishing additional hydroscientists. 

The water research needs of this Na
tion to have a center located in each 
State were brought out very forcefully 
by the Senate Select Committee on Water 
Resources in the report of January 1961. 

Here were some of the areas-reduc
ing evaporation from the surface of res
ervoirs, elimination of water-loving vege
tation along the edges of watercourses 
and reservoirs, reducing seepage losses in 
irrigation canals and other water dis
tribution systems and other wasteful 

CX--784 

practices-as well as other projects too 
numerous to mention at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the com
mittee when it states that a great con
tribution can be made at the State level 
because of the differences each State 
faces. This is an essential point. 

The funds involved-$75,000 for the 
first year, $87,500 in the second and third 
years, and $100,000 each year thereafter 
until Congress reviews the program
would establish the finest network of 
centers across the land and meet face on 
the problems that will continue to arise. 

I know that the University of Massa
chusetts-already on the verge of major 
breakthroughs in the area of research
will greatly benefit from the program. 

All of Massachusetts would gain from 
this program, Mr. Chairman. It is also 
obvious that the entire Nation would re
ceive untold advantages from the pro
gram during the next 10 years. 

I urge the immediate enactment of this 
bill to establish these centers. As the 
first House sponsor during the 1st ses
sion of the 88th Congress to set up a 
northeastern water resources compact 
and similar legislation, I feel that the 
present bill is a must and one that should 
be enacted. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in support of this legislation estab
lishing water resources research centers 
at land-grant colleges and State uni
versities to promote thereby a more ade
quate national program of water re
search. 

The University of New Hampshire, in 
my State, has already undertaken plans 
to utilize the grants provided by this leg
islation. The need is great in New 
Hampshire for localized research to 
cope with mounting water use problems 
caused by the increase in our population 
and the growth of our economy. 

New Hampshire's economy typifies the 
need for localized research. We have of 
course an increasing industrial and pop
ulation need for water. We also enjoy 
matchless recreational facilities that sup
port an important segment of our econ
omy on a year-round basis which depend 
on water. In addition, agriculture and 
forestry are large and important seg
ments of New Hampshire's economy and 
they also depend on water. The Uni
versity of New Hampshire will be cogni
zant of the conflicting demands and 
needs of the different segments of our 
diverse economy. Its water research 
efforts will thus be better motivated and 
more meaningful. 

In establishing a water resource re
search center, the University of New 
Hampshire will be entitled to a Federal 
grant of $75,000 during the first year of 
the program, $87,500 during the second 
and third years, and $100,000 for each of 
the remaining years of the program. Ad
ditional funds wil be available to New 

Hampshire subject to approval by, the 
Secretary of the Interior on a dollar-fdi-
dollar matching basis for specific re
search proposals made by the State re
search center. The equal treatment 
afforded the several States is commend
able. The matching funds can be used 
to reward the most promising research 
and serve as additional incentive. 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. ELLSWORTH] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 

the water resources research bill, S. 2, 
is excellent legislation. I am glad to be 
able to support it, and to commend and 
thank the great House Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs for their fine 
work in bringing the bill before us today. 

At the same time, I regret two aspects 
of the present version of the bill and 
hope it can be modified, prior to enact
ment, to give more recognition to the 
responsibilities of the sovereign States of 
our Federal Republic. 

I refer specifically, first, to the restric
tions placed upon the ability of the 
States to designate non-land-grant 
schools as their water resources research 
centers or to divide this responsibility 
between more than one institution when 
such a designation or division may, in 
fact, be most appropriate. Secondly, I 
refer to the unfortunate deletion of title 
II of the original bill. This was the title 
which authorized research grants or con
tracts with individuals and institutions 
not associated With a land-grant college. 

For example, we in Kansas have in full 
operation one of the best water resource 
statutes and programs in the Nation. In 
Kansas, the entire State-Federal coop
erative ground-water investigative pro
gram is located on the campus of the Uni
versity of Kansas, a non-land-grant 
school. Moreover, the only graduate ed
ucational program in Kansas in water 
engineering and water resources science 
is located at the university and so is all 
water-related research in environmental 
health engineering, Beyond that, the 
State geological survey and the State bio
logical survey are located at the Univer
sity of Kansas, and both have Federal 
counterpart agencies with significant 
water-related responsibilities which are 
located in the Department of the Interior. 

Recently, in order to coordinate these 
and the many other water-related Uni
versity of Kansas functions, the Kansas 
State Board of Regents approved the es
tablishment of a water resources insti
tute. 

The point is, Mr. Chairman, under the 
present version of S. 2 neither the State 
of Kansas nor the U.S. Department of the 
Interior would have the freedom to use 
these resources effectively because the 
University of Kansas is not a land-grant 
school. 

Under the constitution and laws of the 
State of Kansas, the Governor and the 
board of regents have developed a mag
nificent water resources program in our 
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State. We have taken great strides to
ward meeting our State responsibilities 
and we feel we have the right to ask the 
Federal Government to give us the free
dom to continue our program in our own 
way, without congressional limitations 
and without having to go back again to 
our legislature. 

It is my hope that S. 2 can be modified 
to correct these unnecessary limitations 
on States rights before it is signed into 
law. 

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I introduced one of the some five 
bills on this subject which have been 
pending in the House and the Senate. I 
do not believe that I need expound to 
the House the importance of this legis
lation. It will meet two national needs: 
the acceleration of research in water 
problems and the acceleration of the 
training of hydroscientists, who are des
perately needed to deal with the regional 
and national water problems that are 
growing so swiftly. 

It seems to me, and to almost every 
other reasonably well-informed person 
with whom I have spoken, that we can
not any longer depend upon independent, 
sporadic, and uncoordinated research 
programs if we are going to lick this 
problem. And lick it we must, or we 
shall be in dire trouble as a nation and 
a civilization. 

The bill before us today is modeled on 
the Hatch Act which created the system 
of State agriculture experiment stations. 
We all know of the fine work and contri
butions to our way of living made by 
these dedicated people. The bill seeks 
to enlist the competence of our university 
faculties in needed water research work 
and at the same time to strengthen their 
work of developing and training addi
tional new scientists and engineers. 
Careful attention has been given in the 
bill to avoiding Federal agency intrusion 
in or domination of the academic insti
tutions. 

As the demand for more and more 
water increases throughout our Nation, 
so do the problems of water management 
and pollution increase and become more 
complex. It is evident that education 
and research programs must evolve to 
that the scientific capability and re
search programs wlll exist to solve the 
future water management problems. It 
is the hope of the sponsors of this legis
lation including myself, that this bill will 
answer these problems by creating the 
research centers which will be so badly 
needed in the future, and which are 
needed now. 

Mrs. DWYER. Mr. Chairman, the 
pending bill, to establish water resources 
research centers and otherwise to stimu
late more adequate water research is a 
modest effort to meet an increasingly 
urgent national problem. The commit
tee has written a reasonable and respon
sible bill. The moderate costs involved 
should be viewed as the beginning of a 
vitally important insurance program 
which we hope will provide effective pro
tection against future water shortages 
and thus pay dividends in terms of as
sured supplies of the most precious raw 

material on earth. I hope the House will 
approve this legislation. 

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to call attention to what I con
sider a couple of problems involved in 
this legislation. 

We are authorizing what I suppose is 
considered a relatively small sum of 
money. 

But, one thing we should seriously con
sider when we discuss expending addi
tional sums of Federal moneys for water 
resources research through the facilities 
of educational institutions is the overall 
picture of water research already being 
conducted by Federal and State agencies 
as authorized by existing legislation. 
Another thing we should take a close look 
at today is the highly important need for 
proper coordination of activities. 

The proposed water resources research 
expenditures for fiscal year 1965 as re
leased by the Office of Science and Tech
nology of the Executive O:ffi.ces of the 
White House are some $72% million. 
Although this sum is unfortunately small 
in comparison to what we should be 
spending for water resources research if 
we are to meet the water problems facing 
this Nation, there is already duplication 
of research activities by the large num
ber of Federal agencies already involved 
in water resources research. There are 
no less than 25 agencies engaged in water 
research, the list of which I will place in 
the RECORD. Their contributions range 
from the vastness of those made by the 
overall programs of the Departments of 
the Interior and Agriculture to those 
made by the research teams of the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs. Already deeply 
involved in water research are the De
partments of Agriculture; Interior; De
fense; Health, Education, and Welfare; 
the Atomic Energy Commission; the Na
tional Science Foundation; the Tennes
see Valley Authority and some 25 sub
divisions of those departments and 
agencies. 

Although a close look at the possible 
duplication between existing and future 
activities of these Federal agencies may 
someday have to be taken by Congress, 
we should, as much as practically pos
sible, insure ourselves today of not creat
ing even more duplication of research by 
the passage of this act. A very large 
amount of money is already spent by the 
Federal Government through grants for 
research authorized by existing legisla
tion in fields related to water resources. 
Almost all State universities handle 
water resources research work for the 
respective State. 

The scope of current research in water 
resources includes nine basic types of re
search concerning: the nature of water, 
the water cycle, water and land manage
ment, water development and control, 
qualitative aspects, reuse and separation, 
economic and institutional aspects, en
gineering systems, and manpower and 
research facilities. There are some 55 
detailed aspects of those 9 areas being 
dealt with by the Federal agencies today. 
State universities under funds received 
under State authorizations are also con
ducting research in these areas. 

Some interesting :figures concerning 
expenditures on water research are as 
follows: 

Estimates 
Types of research 

, 1--------~----~ 

1964 1965 

Nature of water ____________ _ 
Water cycle _______ ____ _____ _ 
Water and land manage-

ment_ ___ ___________ _ ------
Development and controL __ 
Qualitative aspects _________ _ 
Reuse and separation ______ _ 
Economic and institutional aspects _________________ __ _ 
Engineering systems _______ _ 
Manpower and research 

facilities __________ ---------

$1,770,000 
13,979,000 

9, 600,000 
7, 261,000 

10,731,000 
9, 031,000 

2, 769,000 
4, 980,000 

9,352, 000 

$2,055,000 
15,144,000 

10,320,000 
7, 553,000 

13,329,000 
10,048,000 

2,819, 000 
5,573, 000 

3,423, 000 

Mr. Chairman, those figures amount to 
$71,473,000 in 1964 and $72,464,000 in 
1965. 

Since by 1969 at the maturity of this 
act we would today be authorizing some 
8 percent of the total revenue to be ex
pended on water resources research at 
that time, we should be extremely care
ful not to create or allow for the creation 
of any duplication of activities. The out
standing contributions of State agencies 
should not be impeded by any section of 
this act which would limit the determi
nation of the fund's direction to the 
political whims of State legislatures as 
does section 100 by the determination of 
State legislative action. 

Most States, especially Western ones, 
already have competent and qualified 
water research teams at their State uni
versities. In some States private schools 
are conducting water research activities. 

This act is important but money must 
not be spent by the Department of the 
Interior merely for the sake of expend
ing it. Careful consideration must be 
given to prevent duplication of activities 
and to insure the proper coordination of 
research. 

DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES CONDUCTING 
FEDERAL WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH 

Department of Agriculture: Agricul
tural Research Service, Cooperative 
State Research Service, Economic Re
search Service, Forest Service, and Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Department of Commerce: Bureau of 
Public Roads, Business and Defense 
Services Administration, Coast and Geo
detic Survey, Maritime Administration, 
and Weather Bureau. 

Department of Defense: Corps of En
gineers. 

Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare: Public Health Service. 

Department of the Interior: Bonne
v111e Power Administration, Bureau of 
Commercial Fisheries, Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, Bureau of Land Management, 
Bureau of Mines, Bureau of Reclamation, 
Bureau of Sports Fisheries and Wildlife, 
Geological Survey, Office of Saline Water, 
and Park Service. -

Atomic Energy Commission. 
National Science Foundation. 
Tennessse Valley Authority. 
One other provision of this bill con

cerns me. The bill almost by default 
gives the money to the States to the 
land-grant colleges. I have no quarrel 
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with land-grant schools. Many of them 
do excellent research in the area of 
water resources. However, there are 
many State schools which are not land
grant colleges that also do fine water 
resources research. These schools will 
not receive funds unless there is affirma
tive action on the part of the State legis
latures. Any Member of this House who 
has served in a State legislature knows 
the problems involved in getting such 
action. 

Let me name a few problems I 
envisage. 

Having served in a State legislature for 
10 years I know how fierce competition 
between State schools for funds can so 
easily become a political football. State 
legislatures have enough problems di
viding up State funds without the re
sponsibility of designating the recipient 
of Federal funds. Another problem con
cerned with the State legislature desig
nation is that many State legislatures 
still meet biennially. What procedures 
are to be followed? Is the Department 
of Int~rior going to wait until State 
legislatures have met and had a chance 
to act or until they have completed ac
tion before giving out designations for 
grants? 

If Interior waits, the research will be 
held up, if they go ahead before a State 
legislature has had time to act, it would 
be unfair to the other State schools with
in that State. 

I would rather see the designation 
made by a State agency, preferably that 
one which has jurisdiction over water 
resources within a State. 

This would mean State people, quali
fied and competent in the field of water 
resources would make the decision of 
who should do the research. Perhaps 
they would find that one school could 
best do one phase of the research and 
another school do another phase. I 
would like to see that leeway in the bill. 

By placing the designation respon
sibility with a State agency, relatively 
free from political influence, one which 
could meet within a relatively short pe
riod of time to make a decision thereby 
not impeding the progress of . the pro
gram, I believe v;e would have a superior 
bill. 

I would hope that when this bill goes 
to conference, as I assume it will, the 
House conferees will keep these sugges
tions in mind. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the bill 

before us <S. 2) concerns itself with one 
of the most important resource problems 
which will face this Nation in the years 
ahead-the assurance of ample and us
able water supplies to meet the mani
fold needs of people, of industry, and of 
agriculture. 

Authorities on this subject tell us that 
we are now using substantially all of our 
readily available water supply and that 
by 1980 our need for water will be double 
what it is today. 

We who are closely associated with ag
riculture and directly responsible for leg
islation relating to programs of the De
partment of Agriculture have long been 
aware of the mounting importance of 

adequate water supplies to our agricul
ture and our economy generally. 

Years ago we changed the objectives 
of the Soil Conservation Service from the 
mere prevention of erosion and the sta
bilization of cropland to the much broad
er objective of soil and water conserva
tion. And in recent years the conserva
tion and wise use of water has assumed 
a constantly more important role in our 
objectives. 

Water conservation and the making of 
water facility loans have become an im
portant part of the program of the Farm
ers Home Administration. Loans are 
available both to individual farmers to 
develop water supply and utilization sys
tems for their farms and to local groups 
and communities for the development of 
community water supply and distribu
tion facilities in rural areas. 

As far back as 1951, the Committee on 
Agriculture became sufficiently con
cerned with the twin problems of water 
conservation and flood prevention that 
I sent a subcommittee headed by the 
gentleman from Texas, Congressman 
PoAGE out into the Midwest to hold a 
series of hearings on water management. 

Out of these hearings and the bill 
drafted by the subcommittee grew the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Preven
tion Act of 1954. This is today the basic 
law providing for joint community
State-Federal action for the conservation 
and beneficial management of our prec
ious water supply in the area where it 
falls. 

So I am now, and have for a long time 
been, deeply interested and concerned 
with our basic resource of water. There 
are still many things we need to know 
about this subject and in spite of all the 
research which is today being carried on 
by the Department of Agriculture and 
other Federal, State, and private agen
cies, I believe that a cooperative Federal
State research program, such as will be 
provided by this bill, is needed and will 
serve a most useful purpose. 
_ The water research program proposed 

in this bill bears a close resemblance to 
the agricultural research program which 
has been carried on for many years 
through the State agricultural experi
ment stations. Like the water resources 
research institutes which will be estab
lished by this bill, the agricultural ex
periment stations are operated in con
junction with the land-grant colleges and 
universities. Like the experiment sta
tions the water research institutes will 
combine research, teaching, and learn
ing. Like the experiment stations, the 
water research program in each State 
will concentrate on those problems which' 
are of greatest importance to that State 
or area. 

In North Carolina I hope that it will 
begin its studies with the problems of 
water pollution. Our water supplies 
must not only be ample, they must be 
free of contamination and pollution, and 
fit for any use that people want to make 
of them. 

The research conducted by our State 
agricultural experiment stations has been 
a major factor in the fantastic develop
ment of American agriculture which has 

taken place in the past 30 years and in 
the tremendous increase in the produc
tivity 'and efficiency of American farms. 

If the research program we are estab
lishing under this bill accomplishes half 
as much as has been accomplished by 
our Federal-State research program in 
agriculture we can all take satisfaction 
in the knowledge that we have helped to 
establish a very worthwhile program and 
one that will more than repay the ex
penditures made on it. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, the 
University of Minnesota has a substan
tial education and research program in 
water use, as I reported to the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee when it 
was considering S. 2 last summer. I feel 
certain that the University of Minnesota 
could take full advantage of the provi
sions of S. 2 to advance the training of 
scientists and to conduct research. 

In Minnesota water is plentiful, clean, 
cool. We proudly call our State the Land 
of 10,000 Lakes. But just as every other 
part of the country is finding problems 
with water supply, so too Minnesota 
must plan now to protect its water re
sources. 

New methods must be found and new 
investment planned for purifying, con
serving, reusing, storing, and expanding 
our water supply. Research cannot be 
handled by our State alone. We need a 
national system of water research cen
ters to concentrate effort on this problem. 

Minnesota's changing water needs are 
similar to the rest of the Nation. Use 
of water in the Minneapolis-St. Paul 
area leaped from 42 million gallons a day 
in 1936 to 88 million gallons a day in 1961. 
New industries demand more water. 

Largest industrial ground water users 
in Minneapolis today are: First, milling; 
second, petroleum refining; third, malt 
beverages; fourth, electrical machinery; 
and, fifth, fabricated metal products. 

Gas manufacturing, railroads, and 
dairy products industries were the heavy 
users of water 30 years ago. 

Air conditioning is consuming ever 
greater quantities of water. Expanding 
population in the metropolitan area puts 
a strain on existing water sources. 

In the next 40 years the water use in 
the Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan 
area will have to double to supply the 
needs of our growing economy. 

A study by the State of Minnesota 
Department of Conservation spells out 
typical problems which need solving if 
we are to meet the demand for water: 

Proposals have been made for returning 
used air-conditioning water to the aquifer 
from which it is pumped or to another 
aquifer. The possibility of contamination, 
the gradual increase in temperature of the 
body of ground water, and certain opera
tional difftcul ties encountered in recharge 
wells make this of doubtful value on a large 
scale. 

Probably the greatest opportunities for 
effecting economies in the use of water are 1n 
industrial plants, some of which require 
large quantities of water for cooling, process
ing, boiler feed water, air conditioning, and 
sanitation. Each industry or plan presents 
an individual problem because of wide varia
tions in such water requirements as tem
perature, purity, and other qual1t1es. In 
some cases water which has been used once 
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for cooling or condensing could be reused in 
the same plant for processing or w:ashing; 
or warm water may be cooled by evapotation 
in cooling towers and used repeatedly for 
cooling. Recycling-the use of the same 
water repeatedly for one purpose-or its use 
successively for various purposes has been 
remarkably successful in reducing the water 
requirements in some industries. 

A proposal is now being studied for con
ducting water after it has been used for air 
conditioning in downtown Minneapolis 
through storm sewers to a point from which 
it can be pumped directly into Minneapolis 
lakes to aid in maintaining lake levels or to 
ponding areas from which seepage will aid in 
recharging ground water. 

S. 2 is intended to encourage expanded 
research in use of this vital natural re
source. Coordination with existing Fed
eral programs, use of college laboratory 
and teaching facilities, establishment of 
research centers at land-grant colleges
all these hold great promise for a water
hungry nation and new horizons of hope 
for regions and industries even now being 
limited for lack of adequate water sup
plies. 

S. 2 can be one of the most important 
accomplishments of this Congress in pre
serving and developing our Nation's re
sources. 

The CHAffiMAN. Pursuant to the 
rule, the Clerk will now read the substi
tute committee amendment printed in 
the reported bill as an original bill for the 
purpose of amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That {a) 
this Act may be cited as the "Water Re
sources Research Act of 1964." 

(b) In order to assist in assuring the Na
tion at all times of a supply of water sUffi
cient in quantity and quality to meet the 
reqUirements of its expanding population, 
it is the purpose of the Congress, by this 
Act, to stimulate, sponsor, provide for, and 
supplement present programs for the con
duct of research, investigations, experiments, 
and the training of scientists in the fields 
of water and of resources which affect water. 

TITLE I-STATE WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH 
INSTITUTES 

SEc. 100. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior 
for the fiscal year 1965 and for each of the 
nine fiscal years subsequent thereto sums 
adequate to provide $75,000 to each of the 
several States in the first year, $87,500 in 
each of the second and third years, and 
$100,000 each year thereafter to assist each 
participating State in establishing and carry
ing on the work of a competent and qualified 
water resources research institute, center, 
or equivalent agency (hereinafter referred 
to as "institute") at one college or university 
in that State, which college or university 
shall, unless otherwise provided by act of 
the legislature of the State concerned, be a 
college or university established in accord
ance with the Act approved July 2, 1862 ( 12 
Stat. 503), entitled "An Act donating public 
lands to the several States and territories 
which may provide colleges for the benefit 
of agriculture and· the mechanics arts": Pro
vided, That (1) if there is more than one 
such college or university in a State, estab
lished in accordance with said Act of July 2, 
1862, funds under this Act shall, in the 
absence of a designation to the contrary 
by act of the legislature of the State, be paid 
to the one such college or university desig
nated by the Governor of the State to receive 
the same subject to the Secretary's deter
mination that such college or university has, 

or may reasonably be expected to have, the 
capability of doing effective work under this 
Act; (2) two or more States may cooperate 
in the designation of a single interstate or 
regional institute, in which event the sums 
assignable to all of the cooperating States 
shall be paid to such institute; and (3) a 
designated college or university may, as au
thorized by appropriate State authority, ar
range with other colleges and universities 
within the State to participate in the work 
of the institute. 

{b) It shall be the duty of each such in
stitute to plan and conduct and/or arrange 
for a component or components of the col
lege or university with which it is affiliated 
to conduct competent research, investiga
tions, and experiments of either a basic or 
practical nature, or both, in relation to 
water resources and to provide for the train
ing of scientists through such research, in
vestigations, and experiments. Such re
search, investigations, experiments, and 
training may include, without being limited 
to, aspects of the hydrologic cycle; supply 
and demand for water; conservation and best 
uEe of available supplies of water; methods 
of increasing such supplies; and economic, 
legal, social, engineering, recrea.tional, bio
logical, geographic, ecological, and other 
aspects of water problems, having due re
gard to the varying conditions and needs of 
the respective States, to water research proj
ects being conducted by agencies of the Fed
eral and State Governments, the agricultural 
experiment stations, and others, and to 
avoidance of any undue displacement of · 
scientists and engineers elsewhere engaged 
in water resources research. 

SEc. 101. (a) There is further authorized 
to be appropriated to the Secretary of the 
Interior for the fiscal year 1965 and for the 
nine fiscal years thereafter sums not in ex
cess of the following: 1965, $1,000,000; 1966, 
$2,000,000; 1967, $3,000,000; 1968, $4,000,000; 
and 1969 and each of the five succeeding 
years, $5,000,000. Such moneys when ap
propriated, shall be available to match, on 
a dollar-for-dollar basis, funds made avail
able to institutes by States or other non
Federal sources to meet the necessary ex
penses of specific water resources research 
projects which could not otherwise be un
dertaken, including the expenses of planning 
and coordinating regional water resources re
search projects by two or more institutes. · 

{b) Each application for a grant pursuant 
to subsection (a) of this section shall, among 
other things, state the nature of the project 
to be undertaken, the period during which 
it will be pursued, the qualifications of the 
personnel who will direct and conduct it, the 
importance of the project to the water econ
omy of the Nation, the region, and the State 
concerned, its relation to other known re
search projects theretofore pursued or cur
rently being pursued, and the extent to which 
it will provide opportunity for the training 
of water resources scientists. No grant shall 
be made under said subsection (a) except for 
a project approved by the Secretary, and all 
grants shall be made upon the basis of the 
merit of the project, the need for the knowl
edge which it is expected to produce when 
completed, and the opportunity it provides 
for the training of water resources scientists. 

SEc. 102. Sums available to the States un
der the terms of sections 100 and 101 of this 
Act shall be paid to their designated in
stitutes in equal quarterly payments begin
ning on the 1st day of July of eacl.\ fiscal 
year upon vouchers approved by the Secre
tary . . Each institute shall have an officer 
appointed by its governing authority who 
shall receive and account for all funds paid 
under the provisions of this Act and shall 
make an annual report to the Secretary on 
or before the 1st day of September of each 
year, on work accomplished and the status of 
projects underway, together with a detailed 
statement of the amounts received under any 
of the provisions of this Act during the pre-

ceding fiscal year, and of its disbursement, 
on schedules prescribed by the Secretary. If 
any of the moneys received by the authorized 
receiving officer of any institute under the 
provisions of this Act shall by any action or 
contingency be found by the Secretary to 
have been improperly diminished, lost, or 
misapplied, it shall be replaced by the State 
concerned and until so replaced no subse
quent appropriation shall be allotted or paid 
to any institute of such State. 

SEc. 103. Moneys appropriated pursuant to 
this Act, in addition to being available for 
expenses for research, investigations, experi
ments, and training conducted under author
ity of this Act, shall also be available for 
printing and publishing the results thereof 
and for administrative planning and direc
tion. The institutes are hereby authorized 
and encouraged to plan and conduct pro
grams financed under this Act in coopera
tion witll each other and with such other 
agencies and individuals as may contribute 
to the solution of the water problems in
volved, and moneys appropriated pursuant 
to this Act shall be available for paying the 
necessary expenses of planning, coordinating, 
and conducting such cooperative research. 

SEc. 104. The Secretary of the Interior is 
hereby charged with the responsib11ity for 
the proper administration of this Act and, 
after full consultation with other interested 
Federal agencies, shall prescribe such rules 
and regulations as may be necessary to carry 
out its provisions. He shall require a showing 
that institutes designated to receive funds 
have, or may reasonably be expected to have, 
the capability of doing e1fective work. He 
shall furnish such advice and assistance as 
will best promote the purposes of this Act, 
participate in coordinating research initiated 
under this Act by the institutes, indicate to 
them such lines of inquiry as to him seem 
most important, and encourage and assist in 
the establishment and maintenance of coop
eration by and between the institutes and 
between them and other research organiza
tions, the United States Department of the 
Interior, and other Federal establishments. 

On or before the 1st day of July in each 
year after the passage of this Act, the Secre
tary shall ascertain whether the reqUire- • 
ments of section 102 have been met as to 
each State, whether it is entitled to receive 
its share of the annual appropriations for 
water resources research under section 100 of 
this Act, and the amount which it is entitled 
to receive. 

Tbe Secretary shall m-ake an annual report 
to the Congress of the receipts and expendi
tures and work of the institutes in all States 
under the provisions of this Act. His report 
shall indicate whether any portion of an 
appropriation available for allotment to any 
State has been withheld and, if so, the rea
sons therefor. 

SEC. 105. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued to impair or modify the legal relation 
existing between any of the colleges or uni
versities under whose direction an institute 
is established and the government of the 
State in which it is located, and nothing in 
this Act shall in any way be construed to 
authorize Federal control or direction of 
education at any college or university. 

TITLE ll-MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
SEc. 200. The Secretary of the Interior shall 

obtain the continuing advice and cooperation 
of all agencies of the Federal Government 
concerned with water problems, of State and 
local governments, and of private institutions 
and individuals, to assur.e that the programs 
authorized in this Act will supplement and 
not duplicate established water research pro
grams, to stimulate research in otherwise 
neglected areas, and to contribute to a com
prehensive, nationwide program of water and 
related resources research. He shall make 
generally available information and reports 
on projects completed, in progress, or planned 
under the provisions of this Act, in addition 
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to any direct publication of information by 
the institutes themselves. 

SEc. 201. Nothing in this Act is intended 
to give or shall be construed a.s giving the 
Secretary of the Interior any authority or 
surve1llance over water resources research 
conducted by a.ny other agency of the Fed
eral Government, or a.s repealing, supersed
ing, or diminishing existing authorities or 
responsibilities of any agency of the Federal 
Government to plan and conduct, contract 
for, or assist in research in its areas of re
sponsibility and concern with water re
sources. 

SEc. 202. Contracts or other arrangements 
for water resources work authorized under 
this Act with an institute may be undertaken 
without regard to the provisions of section 
3684 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529) 
when, in the judgment of the Secretary of 
the Interior, advance payments of initial 
expense are necessary to facilitate such work. 

SEc. 203. No part of any appropriated 
funds may be expended pursuant to author
ization given by this Act for any scientific 
or technological research or development ac
tivity unless such expenditure is conditioned 
upon provisions determined by the Secre
tary of the Interior, with the approval of the 
Attorney General, to be effective to insure 
that all information, uses, products, proc
esses, patents, and other developments re
sulting from that activity will (with such 
exceptions and limitations a.s the Secretary 
may determine, after consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense, to be necessary in the 
interest of the national defense) be made 
freely and fully available to the general pub
lic. Nothing contained in this subsection 
shall deprive the owner of any background 
patent relating to a.ny such activity of any 
rights which that owner may have under 
that patent. 

SEc. 204. There shall be established, in 
such agency and location as the President 
determines to be desirable, a center for cata
loging current and projected scientific re
search in all fields of water resources. Each 
Federal agency doing water resources re
search shall cooperate by providing the cata
loging center with information on work un
derway or scheduled by it. The cataloging 
center shall classify and maintain for gen
eral use a catalog of water resources research 
and investigation projects in progress or 
scheduled by all Federal agencies and by such 
non-Federal agencies of government, col
leges, universities , private institutions, firms, 
and individuals a.s voluntarily may make 
such information available. 

SEc. 205. The President shall, by such 
means a.s he deems appropriate, clal"ify agen
cy responsibilities for Federal water resources 
research and provide for interagency co
ordination of such research, including there
search authorized by this Act. Such coordi
nation shall include (a) continuing review 
of the adequacy of the Government-wide 
program in water resources research, (b) 
identification and elimination of duplica
tion and overlaps between two or more agen
cy programs, (c) identification of technical 
needs in various water resources research 
categories, (d) recommendations with re
spect to allocation of technical effort among 
the Federal agencies, (e) review of technical 
manpower needs and findings concerning the 
technical manpower base of the program, 
(f) recommendations concerning manage
ment policies to improve the quality of the 
Government-wide research effort, and (g) 
actions to facilitate interagency communi
cation at management levels. 

SEc. 206. As used in this Act, the term 
"State" includes the Commonwealth of Puer
to Rico. 

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to 
establish water resources research centers 
at land-grant colleges and State universities, 
to promote a more adequate national pro-

gram of water research, and for other pur
poses." 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas (interrupting 
the reading of the bill). Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that the fur
ther reading of the bill be dispensed with 

· and that it be printed in the RECORD in 
full and it shall be open to amendment at 
any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASPINALL 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. AsPINALL: On 

page 15, line 18, after section 102, strike out 
the first sentence of section 102 and insert 
"Sums available to the States under the 
terms of sections 100 and 101 of this Act 
shall be paid to their designated institutes 
at such times and in such amounts during 
each fiscal year a.s determined by the Secre
tary, a.nd upon vouchers approved by him." 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment was recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget in its letter of 
March 5, 1964, subsequent to the com
mittee's approval of the bill. We report
ed S. 2 to the House on February 10, 
1964. The Bureau of the Budget states 
that this amendment is in line with its 
current effort to obtain greater :flexibility 
in the timing of Federal payments under 
Government programs in order to insure 
that such payments are not made pre
maturely and before actually needed. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the amendment 
is a good one and I would ask for its 
adoption. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question ls on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Colorado. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DADDARIO 

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DADDARIO: 

Strike out section 203 (beginning with page 
19, line 14, and ending with page 20, line 3), 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"SEc. 203. In carrying out the provisions 
of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
adhere to the Statement of Government Pat
ent Policy which was promulgated by the 
President in his Memorandum of October 
10, 1963 (3 CFR, 1963 Supp., p. 238) .". 

The ·cHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Connecticut is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. DADDARIO. Of course, I yield to 
the chairman of the committee, the gen
tleman from Colorado EMr. AsPINALL]. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. DADDARIO, as I 
understand it, this is the latest policy 
on the question of patents that has been 
promulgated. by the executive depart
ment. Is that not right? 

Mr. DADDARIO. That is correct. 
Yes. . 

Mr. ASPINALL. I wish that the gen
tleman then would answer the following 
questions so that we can have the record 
straight, · and may I assure the gentle
man that I intend to accept the amend-

ment and I hope that it will be accepted 
by the members of the committee. 

In your judgment, will the President's 
statement of Government patent policy 
assure that any information developed 
under the Water Resources Act will be 
made freely and fully available to the 
general public? 

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. ASPINALL, you 
understand, of course, that under our 
patent system all such information is 
made freely and fully available. I think 
the important point here is that the 
President's memorandum does in fact 
spell out guidelines through which the 
agency head can act so that he might de
termine what will be in the best interests 
of the Government in each instance. For 
example, in the President's memorandum 
it says, and I quote: 

Another common ground of understand
ing is that the Government has a respon
sibility to foster the fullest exploitation o1 
the inventions for the public benefit. 

It then lists guidelines under which 
the agency head may take title and then 
it goes further, recognizing that there 
are certain exceptions where title should 
not be taken, allowing wider latitude so 
that technological progress can be ad
vanced. It gives the agency head :flexi
bility in the type of contract he can ar
range for in the first instance and one 
which will be to the mutual benefit and 
advantage of the Government and the 
organizations or individuals with which 
it deals. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Also, is it true that 
this is because of section 1 (a) of that 
statement which covers cases in which, 
and I quote, "a principal purpose of the 
contract is to create, develop, or improve 
products, processes, or methods which 
are intended for commercial use by the 
general public or which will be required 
for such use by governmental regula
tions"? 

It would naturally follow, then, your 
first answer to my first question is 
correct. 

Mr. DADDARIO. I think it could fol
low, and the fact is that there is a his
tory that has been established over the 
course of time. The Federal Aviation 
Agency, for example, does ask for cer
tain research to be done for the purpose 
of providing better safety measures at 
airports, and then it creates a market 
for these particular goods. Under such 
circumstances the Governmtmt does take 
title. That is one of the circumstances 
under which it should. 

Mr. ASPINALL. May I also suggest 
that section 1 (b) of the statement, which 
covers cases in which "a principal pur
pose of the contract is for exploration 
into fields which directly concern the 
public health or public welfare" would 
also take care of the original answer to 
my first question? Is that correct? 

Mr. DADDARIO. The gentleman re
ferred to section l(b); I think he means 
section l(a) (2) of the memorandum. 
This, again, is one of the instances under 
which the agency head would normally 
take title and to which, later on in the 
President's memorandum, there are ex
ceptions. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, may 
I ask one more question? 
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Can the gentleman think of any ex
ceptions to what he has just said under 
this bill; that is, cases in which public 
money might be spent under this bill 
without the public's having full and free 
access to the information and results 
which flow from the expenditure? 

Mr. DADDARIO. It is difficult to de
termine just what is meant by the 
public's having full and free access. I 
think I can explain it in this way: The 
Government in every instance would get 
a free license under which it would not 
pay any royalties. The public would 
get information in the manner in which 
I have already outlined. But where it 
would be necessary to carry out the 
policy as stipulated in the memo
randum-in order to further advance the 
development of a dynamic and efficient 
economy and to expand knowledge de
rived under such research-exception 
would be made, but in such event the 
public would be protected through the 
Government retaining a royalty-free 
license. 

Mr. ASPINALL. The gentleman from 
Connecticut has made a great study, and 
has spent a great deal of time on this 
particular matter. He has said that the 
present policy as set by the President is 
a good policy to follow until there is· a 
change made, perhaps, by the Congress. 

Mr. DADDARIO. I think the Presi
dent's policy is a step in the right direc
tion. I am pleased by the fact that 
there will be constant review made of it. 
It is my hope that sometime in the 
future this will lead to full committee 
action by those committees which have 
jurisdiction so that we may have a Gov
ernment-wide patent policy for all 
agencies. 

Mr. ASPINALL. And at that time, 
would my friend from Connecticut be 
willing to see to it that whatever change 
was made, it was made applicable to 
this particular legislation? 

Mr. DADDARIO. I certainly would 
follow it very closely. 

Mr. ASPINALL. I thank the gentle
man very much. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. DAD
DARIO] has expired. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO] 
may proceed for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHA!RMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DADDARIO. I yield. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

have not studied the gentleman's amend
ment. I have just seen it. But I would 
like to say this, that I am not satisfied 
with the President's memorandum of 
October 10, 1963. I think it is a memo
randum which for some unknown reason 
he agreed to put out, and. of course, we 
are going to have to abide by it as long 
as that memorandum is the rule of the 
day. But there have been millions of 
dollars or the Government's money spent 
in defense contracts and NASA con
tracts and other kinds of Government-

funded contracts where the contractor 
has been allowed to obtain patents for 
his own benefit, out of money expended 
by the t axpayers. In the Joint Commit
tee on the Atomic Energy Act there was 
an attempt made to bring some correc
tive measures into view in the handling 
of Government contracts. Under those 
provisions, in the Atomic Energy Act, the 
Government has claimed some 1,100 
patents and made them available to all 
of industry. These are patents for which 
the Government has funded money. 

The gentleman says that the Govern
ment is protected in being allowed to 
have the benefit of these patents which 
are given to industry under these con
tracts. 

Well, I say that the Government gets 
very little good out of this particular 
protection, because the Government is 
not in the business of production. 

While the Government has the right 
to utilize those patents royalty free, at 
the same time the Government is not in 
the position of production, as a rule. It 
is a very seldom that the Government 
avails itself of that type of protection. 

Where the real protection should be 
would be to give to every segment of in
dustry the right to use any kind of a 
device or any kind of a patent procedure 
which is paid for by Federal funds--and 
this particular right is not protected 
under the President's memorandum. 
Therefore, I just wanted the RECORD to 
show that some of us at least have grave 
doubts as to the protection which the 
taxpayer receives under the Govern
ment's memorandum. 

Mr. DADDARIO. I might say to the 
gentleman from California that this is 
part of the argument, and we have dis
cussed this question in the past. It is 
an argument, however, which does have 
various shades and meanings which we 
should understand. The Government is 
not in the business of production, and 
neither should it be. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right. 
Mr. DADDARIO. Under our form of 

government it has always been the case 
to look toward the free enterprise sys
tem so that we could develop a consumer 
product which would be to the benefit 
of all the people and which would be 
competitive in the market places of the 
world. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut has again 
expired. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO] 
may proceed for 2 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DADDARIO. I believe we have 

done an outstanding job in doing this. 
There is no question that it has brought 
us to the forefront of world leadership 
in scientific research and development 
and in production. There does seem to 
me-and it is not with the intent of 
getting into an argument with the gen
tleman-that there is within the pre
cepts of the President's memorandum 
the opportunity to develop over a period 

of time a patent policy which will in all 
cases protect the Government and the 
individuals with whom it deals. 

I believe it does direct, in the interest 
of the public health and welfare, that 
the Government should take a strong 
position, for example. It is my belief 
that it is a strong policy and a good one, 
if we adhere to it and if we follow the 
suggestion made in the memorandum 
that, and I quote, "there shall be pre
pared at least annually reports concern
ing the effectiveness of this policy, in
cluding recommendations for revision 
and modification, if necessary, in light 
of practices and determinations of the 
agencies in the disposition of patent 
rights under their contracts," if this is 
done, and I expect it will be, there will 
be no danger at all. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. If the gentleman 
will yield further, I will say this: I know 
this is a very complicated subject and 
that we cannot discuss it in the limited 
time which we have at this particular 
time, but I just wanted the record to 
show that I have grave apprehensions 
about this, and many others have such 
apprehensions. If it is implemented 
properly and if the studies are made for 
some purpose and intent; that is, for the 
protection of the taxpayer, then I say 
it is possible that they can be protected. 
But if it goes along, as I surmise it will, 
the taxpayers of the United States will 
continue to be defrauded out of patent 
information and devices for which they 
have paid with tax money, and it will 
go into the coffers of the individual con
tractor who has no right to it, because 
he is paid for the job that he performs. 

If we really followed the principle of 
American patent rights, that the person 
who pays for the research and develop
ment is entitled to the fruits thereof, 
then the Government will get the fruits 
thereof and make it available on a wide
spread basis to all industry and not to 
the particular patented contractor who 
happens to have that particular research 
and development contract. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Connecticut has again 
expired. 

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad
ditional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DADDARIO. I would like to say 

in answer to that statement that I have 
faith in our executive agency heads. I 
believe they will be doing their job prop
erly. It is their responsibility and it is 
our responsibility to see to it that they 
do it. The fact is that this gives an 
agency head the ability to operate with 
the flexibility necessary to adjust pro
prietary interests in an equitable way 
and in consideration of what is in the 
best interest of the public. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KEITH 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KEITH: On page 

12, line 16, insert after the word "provided", 
the words "on a dollar-for-dollar matching 
basis." 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I note as 
I read the bill that there is no matching 
basis in the initial phase of this program. 
It has been my experience, at the State 
level, that any Federal program offering 
financial assistance and not requiring 
matching funds would be most whole
heartedly supported by any State regard
less of the extent and nature of the need. 

I believe very strongly that we would 
have more development of water re
sources if it could be on a matching basis 
in its entirety. We would have more 
dollars in the program, we would have 
better cooperation at the local level, and 
we would have a better foundation upon 
which to build the participating program 
that follows the initial phases. 

I hope my amendment will be agreed 
to. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be bad to in
sert that at this time because it would 
be an additional imposition on the States. 
This program is intended more or less 
as a supplemental program in water re
search, and in scientific research devel
opment. The States already have the 
facilities available in many of these 
areas. The amount of money involved 
in this going to each State is not going 
to be sufficient to set up a separate and 
distinct program. It will be supple
mental, and these funds will be used to 
get into research operations that they 
have not been able to get into. The 
States in effect are putting up more than 
half of the money that will produce bene
ficial results in the overall program. 

The other portion of this act which 
provides for specific research projects 
does require matching funds from the 
States. 

Mr. Chairman, I would urge that the 
amendment Q.e defeated. 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Chairman, I <;lo not 
feel it is any imposition on the States 
to ask them to accept $10 million, and I 
am surprised that my colleague would 
say that. 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. KEITH) there 
were--ayes 6, noes 18. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. TAFT 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. TAFT: Page 17, 

line 4, after the word "such" insert the word 
"procedural." 

Page 17, line 5, before the period insert ", 
but no such rule or regulation or other action 
of the Secretary of Interior hereunder shall 
control or direct the conduct or the subject 
of the research, investigation, and experi
ments in relation to water resources au
thorized under this Act." 

Mr. TAFI'. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of the amendment was made clear 
to those who were on the floor a few 
minutes ago when I asked the question 
in regard to the rulemaking power itself. 
It seems to me that if this is to be a 
State-oriented program, and that is ap
parently the intent by referring to a State 
university or land-grant college, under 
the circumstances the university or col
lege itself should make the choice of 
the area of research. The rules and 
regulations which the Secretary of the 
Interior might prescribe shall only relate 
to the procedures to be followed rather 
than be substantive and put conditions 
on the direction of research or the type 
of research the university or college 
chooses to engage in. 

I would ask your support of the amend
ment. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think this 
type of amendment should be adopted 
in any legislation passed by the Con
gress, for the reason there has long been 
a contest with regard to the extent of the 
authority of the departments downtown 
to enact rules and regulations that get 
over into the legislative field. The Con
stitution of this Nation provides that the 
legislative powers are vested in the Con
gress of the United States. When you 
add an isolated amendment like this to 
a bill of this kind, you simply open the 
door for the departments and agencies 
downtown to say every time this is not 
spelled out in a bill and every i dotted 
and t crossed that the authority was im
plied to do anything they wanted to, to 
invade the legislative field. 

I yield to no one in my desire to pre
vent encroachment upon the legislative 
processes. If you will look back over 
the record you will find we have had this 
same battle with regard to the independ
ent agencies downtown. If you adopt 
an amendment of this kind you are open
ing the door to the very thing you are 
trying to avoid. If you want to say that 
you are going to give so much money to 
each State and that the Secretary of the 
Interior has no say as to what it is used 
for, there is no need to have reports 
made to the Congress each year, there is 
no need to have the States report to the 
Secretary of the Interior as to what the 
States did with the money. 

This situation we have outlined in this 
bill and have gone over in subcommittee 
is to protect the money invested in this 
program to see that an effective program 
is worked out. I hope the amendment 
is not adopted. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. I would just like to com
ment to the gentleman that I think his 
argument refers to situations that do not 
exist in the rulemaking power, but I do 
not agree with his judgment that this is 
not desirable. It seems under the rule
making power the courts have sustained 
extremely broad powers for the agencies 
to go ahead and make general rules and 
regulations such as this. It is wholly 

meaningless to say at the present time 
if you put this in you are going to open 
those gates. Those gates are already 
open and the floods are coming through. 

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. I think if the 
gentleman will review the record that 
was made in the committee on H.R. 8316 
in the Committee on Interstate and For
eign Commerce he will find much law 
spelled out on the subject I discussed, 
and I think he will find this assumption 
of authority by the departments down
town has been on their own authority 
and not on what the courts have held. 
There have been a lot of things in these 
decisions by the courts that have been 
taken out of context. Unless we pre
serve this rule intact and not be trying 
to tack these little exceptions on to it to 
try to spell it out, I think the legislative 
body itself is bound to be much safer. 
I would hope the amendment would not 
be adopted. 
, The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Ohio. 

The amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the committee amendment, as amended. 
The committee amendment was agreed 

to. 
The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 

Committee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee having had under considera
tion the bill (S. 2) to establish water 
resources research centers at land-grant 
colleges and State universities, to stimu
late water research at other colleges, uni
versities, and centers of competence, and 
to promote a more adequate national 
program of water research, pursuant to 
House Resolution 711, he reported the 
bill back to the House with an amend
ment adopted in Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

third reading of the bill. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third 

time, and was read the third time. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
The bill was passed. 
The title was amended so as to read: 

"An Act to establish water resources re
search centers at land-grant colleges and 
State universities, to promote a more 
adequate national program of water re
search, and for other purposes." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5legislative days in which 
to extend their remarks on the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
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THE lOTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FLOOD PREVENTION PROGRAM 
ON JUNE 2, 1964 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
tor 1 minute and to revise and extend m.y 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, it was my 

privilege to introduce the first bill in 
the House providing for a national small 
watershed flood-prevention program. 
That was in 1952, and the legislation re
sulting from this effort was enacted as 
Public Law 566 in 1954 with the fine co
operation of Hon. Clifford Hope, then 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture. 

This, then, is the lOth year of this 
great program. It is more than living 
up to the expectations of those among us 
who pioneered this program to protect 
the small watersheds of this Nation and 
to prevent the occurrence of floods and 
thereby make it possible to fully develop 
all their resources for the betterment of 
all the people. 

We have amended the Flood Preven
tion Act several times to make it serve 
better the needs of the local people. 

As you know, some of these projects 
are approved by the Agriculture Commit
tees of the House and the Senate, some 
are approved by the Public Works Com
mittees of the House and the Senate, and 
some are approved by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

As an early and constant supporter and 
close observer of this program, as well 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Conservation and Credit of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, I was greatly 
interested to note a most striking com
pendium of benefits from these water
shed projects, which was compiled by 
Don Williams, Administrator of the Soil 
Conservation Service and was furnished 
to our committee. This compendium in
dicates clearly that the watershed proj
ects bring benefits over and beyond 
those required to justify their authori
zation. I have felt that each Member of 
the House should have a copy of this 
compendium. I have, therefore, asked 
Mr. Williams to send a copy to each 
of you. You should be receiving it in a 
few days. It will give summary informa
tion on selected projects all over the 
United States, but if any of you desire 
more detailed information on any specific 
project, our committee will be happy to 
secure it for you if you will call the 
Agriculture Committee at extension 2171. 

Hon. JOHN C. KLUCZYNSKI, Chair
man of the Subcommittee on Watershed 
Development of the Public Works Com
mittee joins me in the belief that every 
Member of the House should have the 
opportunity to see this significant com
pendium, and his committee will be 
happy to cooperate if you prefer to ask 
them to secure information for you. 

PRAYER AND BIDLE READING IN 
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include resolutions and 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I am very 

happy to announce, and I shall insert in 
the RECORD today copy of resolution that 
the Long Island Protestant Episcopal Di
ocese, the area in which I live and rep
resent a part of, on May 19, 1964, adopt
ed at their annual convention of the di
ocese, supporting prayers and Bible read
ing in the public schools, particularly 
supporting the Becker amendment. 

I would like also to call attention to 
the fact that I have a letter from the 
Reverend Greg Dixon of the Indianapolis 
Baptist Temple, Indianapolis, Ind., writ
ing on behalf of himself and 35 Baptist 
ministers supporting prayers and Bible 
reading in the public schools. These I 
shall insert in the RECORD. Later on, I 
am going to insert in the RECORD the 
names and addresses and churches of 
some 400 clergymen of every denomina
tion and every rank throughout the 
United States supporting prayers and 
Bible reading in the public schools. 

This matter is not quieting down, as 
some people would try to lead us to be
lieve. Nor has the "tide turned" to op
position, as some would have us believe. 

The matter I have referred to above 
follows: 

INDIANAPOLIS BAPTIST TEMPLE, 
Indianapolis, Ind., May 28, 1964. 

Congressman FRANK BECKER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR Sm: I am writing you on behalf of 
myself and 35 other Baptist pastors. We 
commend you for your stand on the school 
prayer issue and are praying most sincerely 
that "the Becker amendment" will pass. 

We would like to invite you to Indianapolis 
for a rally in support of the amendment. 
If your schedule will permit can you give us 
preferable dates and time? 

Sincerely, 
GREG DIXON. 

RESOLUTION IN FAVOR OF THE BECKER AMEND
MENT To PERMIT BIBLE READING AND PRAY
ERS IN PuBLIC SCHOOLS 
The following resolution was properly 

moved, seconded and passed aJt the 97th an
nual convention of the diocese of Long 
Island, held on May 19, 1964. 

Whereas from the days of its founding to 
the present our country has always been of
ficially a theistic nation in the Judea-Chris
tian tradition, as witnessed in countless 
ways: the many prayers of thanksgiving of
fered to Almighty God by the first explorers 
who landed on American shores; the refer
ences to God in the swearing of the May
flower compact, and in countless other docu
ments dating from earliest colonial days; 
the appeal to "the laws of na.ture and of nat
ure's God" in the Declaration of Independ
ence as the basis and axiomatic assumptions 
underlying the Republic and its principles 
of public morality; the theistic beliefs of 
George Washington, Abraham Lincoln, and 
other national heroes; and 

Whereas the existence of a Supreme Being 
is acknowledged officially by countless cus
toms and practices throughout the Nation: 
the inauguration of every President and gov
ernment official by invocation of Almighty 
God; the demand of our courts that citizens 
swear by Him; the proclamation "In God 
We Trust" upon our coinage; the use of 

chaplains in our Congress and other legisla
tures, as well as ln our military establish
ments; the phrase "One Nation Under God" 
in our Pledge of Allegiance; and even the 
crier's declaration as the Supreme Court 
begins each day "God save the United States 
and this honorable Court"; and 

Whereas a concentrated effort is being 
made by professed atheists and other secu
larists to desecrate and destroy America's 
spirLtual heritage beginning with the public 
school system: Be it 

Resolved, That the members of the 97th 
convention of the Protes.tant Episcopal 
Church in the diocese of Long Island declare 
their support of the amendment to the 
Constitution proposed by the Honorable 
FRANK J. BECKER with the intention of per
mitting Bible reading and prayers in the 
public schools; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the Honorable FRANK J. BECKER, the 
Honorable EMANUEL CELLER, and such other 
Government officials as the secretary of this 
convention may deem appropriate. 

ALLEGED 15 PERCENT REPUBLICAN 
CROSSOVER IN THE WISCONSIN 
AND MARYLAND DEMOCRAT 
PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARIES 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, on May 14 I 

inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an 
exchange of correspondence between my
self and Mr. Fred Friendly, president of 
CBS News. The correspondence related 
to my criticism of the statement made 
by Mr. Lou Harris over CBS News and 
reported by much of the Nation's press 
about an alleged 15-percent Republican 
crossover in the Wisconsin and Mary
land Democrat presidential primaries. 

I pointed out Mr. Harris' previous af
fection for Democrat causes as evidenced 
by his employ by President Kennedy in 
the 1960 campaign, and his subsequent 
employment by the Democrat National 
Committee. I charged that this back
ground, more than any objective report
ing standards, influenced Mr. Harris' at
tempt to blame the heavy vote for 
Governor Wallace on Republican cross
overs. I have heard nothing further 
from Mr. Friendly who apparently be
lieved that discretion is the better part 
of valor. In the absence of any further 
comment from CBS News, I submitted 
copies of our previous correspondence to 
one of the Nation's most respected poll
sters, Mr. Elmo Roper of New York, and 
invited his comments as to the validity of 
my charges. I believe Mr. Roper's an
swer speaks for itself, and in order to 
make the record complete I call the Na
tion's attention to my letter to Mr. Roper 
and his reply, which clearly confirms that 
the Harris' conclusion was a mere hy
pothesis with no basis in evidence. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., May 22, 1964. 
Mr. ELMO ROPER, 
Marketing consultant, 
New York City, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. RoPER: On May 20 I inserted 1n 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD two articles deal-
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ing with pollster Lou Harris, use of which 
was your letter to the editor of the Chris
tian Science Monitor. This insert was part 
of a continuing dialog I have had with the 
Columbia Broadcasting System in which I 
have questioned their use of Lou Harris as 
an objective pollster. In my exchange with 
Mr. Fred Friendly, president of CBS News, I 
have pointed out the inconsistency of Mr. 
Harris' deductions with regard to the In
diana primary election. I have further sug
gested that the bias reflected in Mr. Harris' 
poll was not so much a lack of knowledge as 
an obvious effort to favor the political party 
with which he has long been affiliated. Ob
viously, I do not believe the American people 
can rely on the objectivity of the polls con
ducted by Lou Harris and disseminated by 
the Nation's press and CBS News. 

The letter you wrote to the Christian Sci
ence Monitor indicates that you do question 
Mr. Harris' ethics if not his ability. Having 
high regard for your skills in the art of poll
ing I hope you will take the time to read the 
enclosed exchange of correspondence begin
ning with my initial statement on the floor 
of the House on May 6, progressing to the 
exchange of correspondence with CBS News 
as indicated in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
of May 14 and culminating in my most re
cent insert in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
May 20. 

I would greatly appreciate any comment 
you might wish to make regarding the valid
ity of my charges and any other information 
which you believe might help the public 
form a true evaluation of Lou Harris. 

Though I'm a member of a particular po
litical party, I think a study of the enclosed 
material will show that I do not seek po
litical gain but rather assurances of fair re
porting standards in the coming political 
campaign. 

Sincerely, 
DURWARD G. HALL, 

Member of Congress. 

ELMO ROPER & ASSOCIATES, 
New York, N.Y., May 28, 1964. 

Hon. DURWARD G. HALL, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR MR. HALL: I have read with interest 
your remarks in Congress about newscasters 
in general and Louis Harris in particular. 

It is interesting that you should question 
the validity of the "crossover vote" hypoth
esis which has been so uncritically accepted 
by so much of the press. 

That the Wallace vote in Wisconsin and 
Indiana was swelled by Republicans crossing 
over is an entirely permissible hypothesis. 
But your hypothesis--that the primary which 
is the most actively and publicly contested 
and attracts the most interest is bound to 
attract the most voters--is equally permis
sible (and to me, personally, the more plau
sible) . On the basis of any evidence I know 
of, there is nothing to indicate that the large 
pro-Wallace vote in Wisconsin or Indiana. 
was occasioned by the crossing over of Re
publicans for the purpose of embarrassing 
the Democratic Party. 

I think you have done a. distinct service 
to polling-and to the country-to point this 
out. 

Your ·Jetter asked for my opinion of Louis 
Harris; I have no respect for him whatsoever. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELMO ROPER. 

CURTAILMENT OF POSTAL SERVICE 
IN MANHATTAN 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

CX--785 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
~r. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I won

der 1f we have to put up with the increas
ingly bad postal service that our people 
are receiving? 

Recently, service has been sharply and 
substantially curtailed. This is bad 
enough. But curtailment of services ob
viously hasn't resulted in any better or 
faster use of the facilities which remain. 
Each day I receive letters from constit
uents complaining about the increasing 
time it takes for letters to be delivered. 

In Manhattan the following services 
have been curtailed as a result of recent 
post office adjustments: 

WINDOW SERVICES 
All "afterhours" window service (service 

after 6 p.m.) has been discontinued. 
All "all night" window service has been 

discontinued. 
All Sunday window service has been dis

continued. 
The issuance of money orders and the 

acceptance of postal savings deposits on Sat
urdays has been discontinued, except that 
rural carriers and some small post offices 
located in rural communities will continue 
to issue money orders and provide other 
normal service on Saturdays. 

The acceptance of advance deposits, set
ting of meters, payment of box rents, and 
other miscellaneous less essential window 
services have been discontinued on Satur
days. 

One consolidated service window for the 
sale of stamps, acceptance of parcel post, 
registered, and c.o.d. mailing is being pro
vided in each post office and in each of its 
stations and branches. This service window 
will also serve as a "call window" for those 
patrons who wish to call for a parcel on 
which they have been notified of attempted 
delivery. 

When the physical arrangement of the 
local post office does not lend itself to the 
provision of the services in item 6 above at 
one window, the postmaster may request an 
exception from the regional director. 

PARCEL POST DELIVERIES 
Deliveries on routes operated solely for 

the deliveries of parcel post have been re
duced from six-deliveries-a-week to five. 

The day of nondelivery will be on either 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday or 
Saturday depending on local conditions. 
Postmasters have been instructed to select 
the lightest volume day as the day of non
delivery for each individual route. Gen
erally the lighest volume day is Tuesday. 

These parcel post routes deliver only those 
parcels of merchandise which are too large 
for foot carriers to deliver. Generally, a. 
majority of them operate in the business dis
trict. 

All postmasters have been specifically cau
tioned that all parcel post available on days 
when deliveries are made must be delivered 
without exception. 

As Manhattan is the business and pro
fessional center of the world, this hurts 
not just Manhattan but the entire coun
try. 

I hope that Members of Congress will 
agree that it is time to take a look at 
where we stand on this question. 

SURPRISE WITNESS FOR BRACEROS 
Mr. TALCO'IT. Mr. Speaker I ask 

unanimous consent to address th~ House 

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, we are 

learning from actual experience and 
demonstration what others and I tried to 
tell Members of Congress about the im
pact and consequences of terminating 
the bracero program. 

William G. "Bud" Kenyon is a tough, 
dedicated union labor organizer and offi
cial. Although rough in contract nego
tiations, he has an enviable record of 
fairness and integrity. He knows the 
agricultural labor problem as well as any 
labor representative in the United States. 

Although we do not agree on many 
matters, his views should be known to 
all Members of Congress who are inter
ested in the food we eat. The follow
ing article is by Don Razee from the 
California Farmer of May 16, 1964. 

SURPRISE WITNESS FOR BRACEROS 
(By Don Razee) 

On May 4, 1961, the Teamsters Union shook 
up agriculture by signing a contract with a 
lettuce grower in the Salinas area. That 
contraot ran for 3 years and is now under 
discussion for renewal. 

We went to Salinas to check with those 
involved, and came away with some quotes 
that may surprise you. We'll toss a few 
statements at you before we tell you who 
made them. You might find it interesting 
to try to guess the source. 

"Thomas L. Pitts, secretary-treasurer of the 
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO, in 
addressing the Governor's conference on 
farm labor March 13, demonstrated what ap
pears to be a lack of understanding of the 
facts when he said, in essence, that all farm 
labor problems can be solved by doubling 
wages and tossing in a few fringe benefits. 
Pitts indicated there is a surplus of labor in 
California ready to do stoop labor for 8 or 
10 hours a day. Even if wages were increased 
to $5 per hour it would not bring sufficient 
workers to the fields to fill the requirements. 

"Pitts, as well as most State and Federal 
officials right up to the Secretary of Labor, 
gets the bulk of his farm labor information 
from two sources--AWOC (Agricultural 
Workers Organizing Committee, AFL-CIO) 
and the Packing House Workers No. 78. 

"AWOC has demonstrated what appears 
to be more interest in collecting union dues 
than in advancing the cause of the workers 
they propose to organize. 

"The Packing House Union tries to sell 
government officials and others on the illu
sion that once the bracero is gone, lettuce 
packing and other such operations will re
turn to the packing shed and thus to the fold 
of the union. This is not realistic. It 1s 
cheaper and more efficient to pack in the 
field and no one is about to go back to the 
packing shed. 

"What would happen to any labor union 
which signs a contract with, perhaps, a 
strawberry grower? The union agrees to 
pick for a set figure, say 50 cents per crate. 
Along comes an action committee from a. 
group such as CORE and says strawberry 
picking is worth $1 per crate and a 'pick-in' 
starts, with the ensu.ing demonstrations. 
Under these circumstances how could any 
labor union control its members? How could 
a responsible union fulfill its obligation to 
the grower who signed his contract in good 
faith, with the understanding and guaran
tee there would be no labor troubles? 

"The thought of the tremendous amount of 
unemployment the loss of the bracero Will 
bring scares me to death. 
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"There remain only a few months to mount 

an offensive to reinstate the bracero program 
before chaos erupts. The apathy that exists 
among the growers and their organizations, 
the Teamsters who stand to lose their pro
duce-hauling jobs and those employed in 
canning, freezing, and dehydration is appall
ing and frightening. 

"The unions of this country are guilty of 
a devastating disservice to the teenage youth 
of this Nation. Nations view child labor with 
alarm, forgetting that the teenage years are 
the formative ones. The minds of teenagers 
are expanding but unions demand they build 
their bodies with an hour of physical edu
cation in school. Youth should be given an 
opportunity to work in the fields as is done 
in all other countries of the world, and as it 
was done here until unions made child labor 
a dirty word. 

"It is time to direct the tremendous en
ergies of our youth away from street gangs 
and into fields where they can help con
tribute to the support of the family. A 
working head of a family taking home $150 
per week with several teenagers has a tough 
time figuring out how to keep them in school 
for 12 or more years. There are countless 
jobs waiting for these teenagers that will 
supplement the family income with $30 to 
$50 or more a week. It's time we let them 
help." 
~y now you've no doubt figured out who 

made these and many other interesting state
ments. It was William G. "Bud" Kenyon, 
secretary-treasurer, General Teamsters, Ware
housemen and Helpers Union, Local No. 890. 
Kenyon is the union official who negotiated 
the only two grower contracts in existence 
with Bud Antle and Jim Mapes, Salinas Val
ley lettuce growers. 

We asked Kenyon about his union's ina
bility to supply all the workers needed on the 
two ranches having contracts. Together 
Antle and Mapes used 2,729 braceros during 
1963. 

"We can't supply the stoop labor require
ments of these two growers, let alone any 
more," Kenyon answered. "We send do
mestics out and they won't say. That's why 
I told you earlier that Pitts doesn't appear 
to have the facts at hand. Domestics are 
not hungry enough to do stoop labor. Our 
records show that the average length of stay 
by domestics when referred to stoop labor 
jobs is 3 days." 

Kenyon says the Teamsters could organize 
a lot more fleldworkers than they now have, 
but he says the first thing he must protect 
is his union's reputation for living up to a 
contract once signed. As indicated earlier, 
Kenyon worrie::> about trying to control any 
potential work for~e made up of a mixture of 
.Mexican-Americans, colored and whites. He 
says he worries when there are about 150 out 
in the waiting room. "What would I do if 
I had several thousand on my hands?" 

This union official says his experience in 
trying to provide domestics for lettuce cut
ting has been a sad one. The other jobs are 
easy to fill, but stoop labor wm not be toler
ated by adult domestics. 

"We have only one place to look for do
mestic workers and that is the same place 
any grower looks--the department of em
ployment," Kenyon points out. "If we need 
100 lettuce cutters we contact the farm labor 
placement office and here's what happens. 

"We get 100 domestics, who, for the most 
part, come from the jails of metropolitan 
areas where they were told to get out of town. 
We assemble them at union headquarters 
and get them signed up in the union for $5 
per month. They are picked up and deliv
ered to the ranch at 2 or 3 in the afternoon 
where they are assigned to a bunkhouse, 
issued sterilized blankets, and are given 
supper. 

"After eating, about 15 percent wm get a 
wine crave and hike into town, never to re
turn. After breakfast, another 20 percent 

will decide it is cold and take off. The re
maining 'workers' get on the bus and head 
for the field. After one look at the situation 
a few more take off for town. About 25 will 
actually start work and by 9 or 10 a.m. there 
will be about 15 in the field. Their stay will 
average 3 days." 

To try to improve this record, the Team
sters' office screens potential workers. They 
ask for the $5 union dues in advance when 
it appears obvious the person only wants a 
bottle of wine. This will run off a good num
ber before they get to the ranch. 

But the union makes it clear to those sign
ing contracts that they do not--in fact, can
not--guarantee a stoop labor work force. 
The union does agree they will help recruit 
workers as best they can. The fact that 
2,729 braceros were used by the 2 contract 
holders would indicate the amount of suc
cess they had. 

Kenyon says California needs braceros ror 
at least 5 years whUe we develop machinery 
to take some of the stoop out of the labor 
and while we reeducate youth and adults to 
the idea of working on the farm. This will 
include adjusting wages and working condi
tions on the part of the growers. 

We asked Kenyon if his views were shared· 
by Mr. Hoffa and we were told that Hoffa 
had been a little too busy with other matters 
over the past several months to be con
cerned with the bracero program. But we 
were assured it was the official Teamster 
position to favor an extension of the bracero 
program. At the Western Conference of 
Teamsters, officials went on record favoring 
a 4- or 5-year extension of the bracero pro
gram. 

The reason is simple. In California alone 
over 100,000 Teamsters depend on agricul
tural crops for their existence. Teamsters 
have 80,000 under contract in canning, freez
ing, and dehydration plants. In addition, 
there are the union truckdrivers, who don't 
work if the growers can't harvest their crops. 

"We have been told the bracero keeps do
mestics from working," Kenyon says. "The 
truth of the matter is that their departure 
will throw workers out of jobs by the thou
sands. The unemployment that will follow 
the loss of the bracero is almost impossible 
to comprehend. So, is it not about time 
agriculture woke up to this fact and got to 
work for a bracero extension? 

"I feel agriculture has done a very poor 
job in informing the general public about 
the value of the bracero program. In fact, 
agriculture does a poor public relations job." 

If a contract with the Teamsters does not 
provide a stoop labor work force, of what 
value is it to a grower? According to the 
union, it prevents any other union (AWOC 
or the International Longshoremen's Union, 
which by the way, Kenyon feels wm soon 
make a strong move to organize workers 
in the valley) from causing trouble. A 
contract also assures a grower he w111 get his 
crops processed through a union plant and 
hauled in union trucks. 

Kenyon points out that getting growers 
to sign contracts would not be difficult, if 
union processors and drivers refused to 
handle produce that was not union picked. 
The reasons the Teamsters have not made 
a big push in this direction have already 
been outlined. 

Why should the workers be willing to pay 
$5 per month to belong to a union? They 
are guaranteed time and a half for work 
over 8 hours per day and on Sundays. They 
are guaranteed 3 hours' pay if they are called 
and start to work, and 2 hours' pay if they 
are called but for some reason can't start 
to work. But the most popular feature so 
far as the worker is concerned is that they 
are covered with unemployment insurance. 
Another thing workers appreciate is having 
someone go to bat for them in case of a 
misunderstanding. They also like the fact 
that the piece rate is backed by an hourly 

guarantee. That is, they are guaranteed 
$1.12 per hour, but under the piece rate they 
can make much more than this minimum 
hourly guarantee. 

As for the contract under negotiation, 
Kenyon says he is not sure just what union 
demands will be made for their workers. 
We realize we can't expect people who sign 
with us to provide things others are not 
doing in California and, more important, in 
other parts of the Nation. 

"We would like more money, and feel 
growers in California could afford to pay 
more if other areas of the country paid a 
higher wage, but it is not in the cards to 
expect our growers to pay higher wages and 
at the same time compete for a market which 
is far away." 

But, a wage increase will be asked for, per
haps enough to guarantee 10 or 15 cents more 
per hour. A few other minor changes will 
be asked for by the union, but by far the 
most important thing is a health insurance 
program that will cost the employer about 
$5 per month for a single worker. At this 
writing the demand situation is fluid, ac
cording to Kenyon. "We find growers are 
far less concerned about a little added cost 
than they are about the increased book
keeping involved. Growers don't like to keep 
books." 

Kenyon also expressed concern because 
nothing has come from the Governor's farm 
labor conference. He feels it is incumbent 
upon the State and Federal Governments 
to analyze the manpower situation in all 
of the agricultural labor markets involved 
and to take steps well in advance to meet 
any manpower crisis. In this connection he 
recommends an Agricultural Manpower Com
mission, consisting of representatives of gov
ernment, growers, canners, labor, and the 
public to develop a sound program of recruit
ment. 

To drive home his point again, Kenyon 
goes back to the unemployment that 1s sure 
to follow if growers cannot harvest their 
crops due to loss of the bracero. He points 
out that at the peak of the season 80,000 
Teamster members are employed in food 
processing. Another 25,000 are employed in 
ice, dehydration and vacuum cooling plants, 
fertilizer plants, and in hauling agricultural 
and related products. 

In addition, teamsters represent workers 
in can plants, paper and polyethylene plants, 
all directly affected by the activity in the 
agricultural industry. Teamsters are also 
involved in the wood box and crating in
dustry. Thus, it is of the utmost im
portance to the Teamsters that an ample 
and stable work force be found to mature 
and harvest the crop in order that processing 
and other functions can be carried out. It 
would be better if this work force could be 
domestic, but this is not the case, so at least 
for a few years we must depend on the 
workers from foreign countries. 

Typically, when canning gets underway, 
employment rises in steelmills, tin can and 
jar manufacturing plants, as well as other 
industries that supply canners. In a normal 
year, canners and preservers consume 600,000 
tons of steel for tinplate, 5 billion tin cans 
and 1.2 billion jars, 1 million miles of labels 
and 200 million fiberboard boxes. To trans-· 
port a typical yearly pack requires the equiv
alent of 100,000 freight cars. In just one 
crop, lettuce, there were 66,345,780 cartons 
packed and shipped from California in 1963. 

"It is time those who yell about getting 
rid of the bracero realized that this tre
mendous unionized industry will fold if the 
growers do not harvest their corps," Kenyon 
observes. 

Kenyon feels growers must make some 
changes, and fast, to help avert a disaster. 
Fair wages and decent working conditions 
must be established to attract competent 
workers. Our State is far behind in any
thing approaching adequate housing. So-
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cial security, unemployment insurance, and 
health insurance available to the rest of the 
working population must be provided, not 
just in California but nationally. 

Machinery must be developed which rec
ognizes the rights of both management and 
labor in developing a sound labor relations 
program. Ways must be found to avoid tur
moil in an industry so basic to the entire 
economy of the State. This means growers 
must recognize the right of agricultural em
ployees to organize. It also means labor 
must act responsibly. 

And to close this interesting interview, 
Kenyon said, "Farm labor will be organized 
regardless of what anybody does about it." 

A TRIBUTE TO THE WILTWYCK 
SCHOOL FOR BOYS 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and include 
extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, for 

more than 25 years the Wiltwyck School 
for Boys has been saving some of the 
most deprived and disturbed children of 
New York City. At a time when Wilt
wyck is preparing to move to a new and 
improved site, it is appropriate to call 
this body's attention to the remarkable 
work being done by this institution. 

Recently I had the opportunity to par
ticipate in ground breaking ceremonies 
at Wiltwyck's new site at Yorktown 
Heights, 40 miles from New York City. 
As building and development at the new 
site moves ahead national attention 
should be focused on the history and 
program of Wiltwyck. 

Wiltwyck was instituted in 1936 as an 
experimental summer camp for delin
quent and homeless Negro boys. In 
1942, the school was reorganized under 
the leadership of concerned citizens, a 
number of judges and Mrs. Eleanor 
Roosevelt, who retained a lifelong in
terest in Wiltwyck. In fact, at the time 
of her death, Mrs. Roosevelt was cam
paign chairman of the building and de
velopment fund for a new Wiltwyck. 
Today Wiltwyck School is an interracial, 
nonsectarian, residential treatment cen
ter for about 100 deeply emotionally dis
turbed boys aged 8 to 12. All boys are 
referred by the courts, Youth House, the 
Department of Welfare of New York 
City, or psychiatric divisions of city hos
pitals. 

In a city such as New York, plagued 
by profound social problems and lacking 
adequate facilities for juveniles, Wilt
wyck School for Boys fills an important 
gap in the city's capacity to respond to 
disturbed children. In salvaging shat
tered young lives, Wiltwyck has pio
neered in developing new techniques. 
The current Wiltwyck program has 
three stages. At the school's main facil
ity at Esopus, a rehabilitation plan is 
developed for each child. The program 
is geared and the staff is trained to give 
the boys assurance of concern and un
derstanding of their problems. 

Boys usually remain at Wiltwyck for 
anywhere from l to 3 years. While 
there, they attend school, work with 

their hands in shop and gardens, paint, 
draw, listen to music, engage in sports, 
care for animals. Purpose of this pro
gram can be summed up simply: To help 
a child find out about himself and to 
help staff find out about the child in 
order to know how to help him. 

When their adjustment at Esopus 
warrants it, the boys go to Wiltwyck's 
Floyd Patterson House, named after one 
of the school's most eminent alumni. 
Described as a "halfway" house in Man
hattan, the residence accommodates 25 
boys, ages 11 to 16. Here they are helped 
through the next step back home. They 
live in Floyd Patterson House for 6 
months while they face the city as it 
actually is: home, school, community. 
For a final 6 months to a year, they go 
into their own homes or foster homes
for those who have no homes. Wilt
wyck keeps active contact, supporting 
them in the last phase of their return, 
seeing them into a better life. 

During this three-stage rehabilitation 
process, Wiltwyck's staff tries to estab
lish a routine of life for these boys. It 
tries to establish order where there was 
chaos, continuity where there was frag
mentation, achievement where there was 
failure. 

In its approach to restoring disturbed 
young people to productive lives, Wilt
wyck has placed special focus on the 
family. As a result, in 1962, the National 
Institute of Mental Health awarded 
Wiltwyck School a $160,000 grant to 
further its research into the causes of 
family disintegration and juvenile delin
quency. This project grew out of Wilt
wyck's recognition of the need for better 
understanding of the forces within fam
ilies that contribute to the difficulties of 
children. Wiltwyck's focus on the fam
ily has caused James R. Dumpson, New 
York City's commissioner of welfare, to 
remark: 

Nowhere else, to my knowledge, does a 
treatment facility designed to meet the needs 
of children, work with such a fundamental 
investment in the family. 

Working with families is considered 
preventive as well as reconstructive. 
This approach is proving that the so
called hard-to-reach or hard-core, 
multiproblem families can be reached. 
Mr. Dumpson says this approach is valu
able because: 

It deals with root causes and when it suc
ceeds it has not only treated but it has laid 
a firm foundS~tion of prevention. There is 
no doubt in my mind that the agency may 
be on the threshold of a revolutionary change 
not only in establishing a new principle but 
in pointing the way in which it can be im
plemented in a.ny agency that is determined 
to return a child, healthier and more ade
quate, to his parents. 

Mr. Speaker, Wiltwyck School merits 
the support and encouragement · of every 
individual who believes that socially and 
emotionally healthy children and fami
lies are the basis of our social system. 
Author James Baldwin has put it elo
quently: 

The handful of extraordinary people who 
form the direction and staff of Wiltwyck 
have done something more remarkable, at 
least in my eyes, than they know. (They, 
in any oase, are far too busy to have any time 
left over for self-congratulation.) They have 

taught some of those lost and frightened 
children really to laugh, to tell the truth, 
really to begin to assess themselves and the 
world. I think that this may be the most 
real of all achievements, and it is certainly 
among the most grueling of all endeavors. 

Now, in spite of whatever differences one 
may imagine to exist between oneself and 
these children, between these children and . 
children who seem luckier, in fact, these are 
all our children and we are responsible for 
them all. Furthermore, we will all profit 
by, or pay for, whatever they become. I have 
no hesitation, therefore, in saying that it is 
not enough to salute the Wiltwyck School 
for Boys, but that one ought to be prepared 
to do all in one's power-and perhaps a little 
more-to aid them in what has so far been 
a lonely and heroic struggle. 

DEDICATION OF AMERICAN EM
BASSY, DUBLIN, IRELAND 

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House :for 
1 minute, to extend my remarks, and to 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, I have just 

returned from a brief visit to Dublin, 
Ireland, where I had gone as one of a 
small delegation to attend the dedica
tion of the newly completed American 
Embassy. This occasion will remain a 
pleasant memory for me and a memora
ble one, I am sure, in the minds of the 
Irish people, for the impressive build
ing that we have constructed in the heart 
of Dublin clearly indicates the high e
gard the American people have for Ire
land. It is a lasting symbol of the 
strength and permanence of our ties with 
that ancient land. 

Congressman WAYNE L. HAYs, chair
man of the Subcommittee on State De
partment Organization and Foreign 
Operations of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, was the principal speaker at the 
dedication. In his opening remarks to 
the President of Ireland and to the large 
assembly at the dedication ceremony, 
Congressman HAYs, with whom I trav
eled to Dublin for the occasion, praised 
Ireland for its accomplishments and its 
splendid record of human endeavor. 

I would like to have inserted in its en
tirety in the RECORD the brief speech de
livered by Congressman HAYs. At the 
same time, I would like to express my 
own appreciation to those who gave un
stintingly of their skill, energy and tech
nical ability in order to raise this struc
ture from the ground in record time. I 
refer to G. & T. Crampton, Ltd., of Dub
lin, who were the prime contractors for 
the building, and to the engineers, the , 
artisans and the experienced ·and capa
ble workmen of Ireland who made pos
sible the erection of this building that 
today houses the American Embassy in 
Dublin. 

My thanks and appreciation are like
wise extended to Ambassador Matthew 
H. McCloskey and to those other Amer
icans and Irish members of the Embassy 
staff who were generous with their time 
and energy to make the dedication cere
mony a resounding success. Similar 
mention should be made of the small 
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number of others ·of the Washington 
delegation who accompanied Congress
man HAYs and me to Ireland and with 
whom we shared a sense of pride and 
accomplishment at the official opening 
of the American Chancery. These in
clude Deputy Under Secretary of State 
for Administration William J. Crockett; 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
Foreign Buildings James R. Johnstone; 
former Governor of Pennsylvania David 
L. Lawrence; Mrs. Scott McLeod and 
Mrs. Alice Boyd Stockdale, whose late 
husbands preceded Ambassador Mc
Closkey as American representatives in 
Ireland; and Mr. Paul R . Serey, execu
tive officer, Foreign Buildings Operations, 
Department of State. 
REMARKS OF THE HONORABLE WAYNE L. HAYS 

AT THE DEDICATION OF THE AMERICAN EM
BASSY, DUBLIN 
It is my pleasure to be here today to 

dedicate America's new home in Ireland. The 
committee of which I am chairman was con
cerned that we might construct a building 
that went straight up, of stainless steel and 
flush glas s, appropriate to New York City, 
perhaps, but not Dublin. No, the inspiration 
for this building comes from Ireland, herself. 

The American architect, John MacLeod 
Johansen, who designed this Embassy, did as 
the Irish poets have done. 

Recall the lines of Yeats: "Irish poets 
learn your trade/Sing whatever is well made." 
This building uniquely recalls the noble 
Celtic-Christian towers of ancient Ireland 
built by the Irish people to be places of 
strength for the preservation of the valued 
ar-ticles of Christian worship. 

This reminds me of something that I hear 
over and over from Speaker McCoRMACK, and 
that is that there should never be any differ
ences between the Scotch, the Irish, and the 
Welsh, because we are all Celts. I have heard 
him say this many times to former Speaker 
Sam Rayburn, who was of Scottish stock and 
was Speaker longer than anyone, all the while 
Speaker McCORMACK was his right-hand man 
and floor leader. 

Our Embassy building has been inspired 
by the Irish past, but it reflects also the ever 
youthful spirit of Irish mind and heart. 

Graceful tradition and youth.ful vitality 
come together in this circular design which 
seems to harmonize the past and present. 

Ireland has preserved the past, but is not 
bound to it. This is a vigorous country. 
In the years since independence, Ireland has 
undergone a new and peaceful revolution, an 
Pconomic and industrial revolution. Eco
nomically, we hope and believe that Ireland 
w in the opening years of a new era that 
will br ing her undreamed of opportunities. 
Exports to the United States have been 
multiplying and will continue to increase 
under your economic expansion program. 
Irish agriculture is being continually mod
ernized, secondary industries based upon 
food processing are growing rapidly, and the 
Irish landscape and Ireland's ancient shrines 
and castles are the center of a fast growing 
tourist industry. 

The increasing standard of living, the 
speeding up of your pace development, and 
the greater freedom of trade that will follow 
the fulfillment of your economic program 
will, in turn, offer increased opportunities for 
American trade with Ireland. 

Ireland's greatest export product, as we in 
America well know, is her people. We owe 
much to the Irish. Need I recall the pages 
of American history on which Irish names 
hold a proud place. They are part of the 
fabric of American history. Indeed, Irish 
volunteers played so predominant a role in 
the American Revolutionary Army that Lord 
Mountjoy commented in the British Parlia
ment, "We have lost America through the 

Irish." This fighting spirit helped America 
with its independence, but to secure that in
dependence other qualities of character were 
needed-independence of mind, love of free
dom and a democratic spirit. These too be
long to the Irish. 

No less renowned are Ireland's cultural 
achievements. This isle of saints and 
scholars had in the sixth century created 
a system of education that was superior to 
anything Europe knew or was to know for 
many generations. Ireland alone today 
among Western n ations preserves the re
corded tradition of native history, the con
tinuity of mind and speech and song, that 
connect half of Europe with her ancestral 
past. Ireland knows her own past from the 
very dawn of civilization through the glory 
of a medieval age down to the present day. 

Her unexcelled tradition of scholarship is 
significantly evident in her ties with the 
United States. In June of last year, for 
example, there was incorporated under the 
laws of the State of New York, the American
Irish Foundation, which has as its principal 
objective :the promotion of cultural and edu
cational relations between the two countries. 
One of its aims will be to sponsor the inter
change of students, teachers, lecturers, pro
fessors, musicians, and writers. Although 
independently organized, the Foundation has 
the strong support of both the Irish and 
American Governments. The late President 
Kennedy and President de Valera agreed to 
become its patrons. President Johnson has 
taken a personal interest in this project, 
agreeing, too, to be its patron, and is deeply 
appreciative of the role which the Founda
tion can play in strengthening the cultural 
and educational ties between our two coun
tries. Indeed only last week at the White 
House I mentioned to President Johnson 
that I would be in Ireland today for this dedi
cation and he asked that I convey to you his 
deep and abiding friendship for Ireland 
and the Irish and to tell you he hopes one 
day to follow in the footsteps of his illus
trious predecessor and to visit Ireland him
self. 

The Irish Scholarship Board, the official 
Irish-American organization which sponsors 
a binational program for exchanging stu
dents and lecturers has been granting schol
arships for this purpose since 1954. This 
year, about 25 Irish and American scholars 
will take part in the program. 

There are also about 700 Irish students 
presently studying in the United States on 
scholarships, and an increasing number of 
grants and scholarships is being given to 
Irish students and institutions through the 
Ford Foundation, the Kellogg Foundation, 
and the Friendly Sons of St. Patrick. Ire
land's own universities have also been a 
world center for training tomorrow's leaders. 
Some 1,500 students from Africa and Asia 
have studied here, and an increasing number 
of them will, in future years, pore over the 
books and materials in Ireland's libraries 
and universities and study the dynamic 
growth of Ireland, herself. 

Ireland is bringing education to others too. 
In Nigeria alone, Irish missionaries are re
sponsible for thousands of elementary 
schools, 60 secondary school and 80 teacher 
training colleges. Plans are being made to 
extend such educational institutions into 
other developing areas as well. 

The qualities of Irish mind and character 
that have preserved this scholarship and 
advanced the frontiers of knowledge have 
also made Ireland an influential member of 
the United Nations and a maker and shaper 
of world peace. 

It is with great pride then that I dedicate 
this, America's home in Ireland-recognized 
as not only one of the outstanding buildings 
in Dublin, but in all of Europe. 

This joy I feel being here today is, how
ever, mixed with sorrow in the thought that 
less than a year ago, while the construction 

of this building was busily going on, Presi
dent Kennedy, on his memorable stay in 
Ireland, came to visit this site. You knew 
him first hand then, his wit, his humor, his 
courage and strong purpose. You knew 
these to be genuine. 

He was one of you, and he brought honor 
on the race from which he sprang. Your 
pride in him equaled our own. No less was 
his pride in Ireland. Recall some of the 
words he spoke to the Dail last June: 

"Ireland has already set an example and 
a standard for other small nations to fol
low,'' he said. "This has never been a rich 
or powerful country, and, yet, since the 
earliest times, its influence on the world has 
been rich and powerful. No larger nation 
did more to keep Christianity and Western 
cultures alive in their darkest centuries. No 
larger nation did more to spark the cause of 
independence in America; indeed, around the 
world. And no larger nation has ever pro
vided the world with more literary and artis
tic genius." 

He told you, "The major forum for your 
nation's greater role in world affairs is that 
of protector of the weak and voice of the 
small, the United Nations. From Cork to 
the Congo, from Galway to the Gaza Strip, 
from this legislative assembly to the United 
Nations, Ireland is sending its most talented 
men to do the world's most important work
the work of peace." 

John Kennedy was one of those talented 
men-a son of Ireland. He helped to make 
the world a better place for men of all races 
to live out their lives. To us it remains to 
complete his tragically unfinished ambitions 
for humanity. It is the struggle for which 
he fought and finally gave his life. Let us 
then, here today, dedicate ourselves to con
tinue the tasks he set for himself and for 
all mankind. As the round towers of old, 
let this Embassy be a place of strength for 
the valued articles of faith between us, a 
faith in a better world, achieved through 
peace and freedom. 

As I said earlier America owes much to the 
Irish. Perhaps our greatest inheritance from 
Ireland could be summed up in one sentence 
from George Bernard Shaw when he said, 
"Other peoples see things and say: 'Why?'
bu t I dream things that never were and I 
say: 'Why not?'" 

BREENE M. KERR 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, it is in

teresting to note that Mr. Breene M. 
Kerr, 35, son of the late Senator Robert 
Kerr, has been named as Deputy As
sistant Administrator of NASA for tech
nology utilization. Mr. Kerr is the for
mer manager of land development for 
Kerr-McGee Industries, Inc., and he was 
graduated from Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology in 1951 with a bachelors 
degree in geology. In his new post he 
will be directly below Dr. George Simp
son, Assistant Administrator of NASA 
for Technology Utilization. He is two 
steps under NASA Administrator Webb, 
a former official of Kerr-McGee Indus
tries and a former administrative assist
ant to Senator Kerr. Mr. Kerr will re
ceive $19,000 a year in his new job. 

This is an interesting assignment for 
this young man, but it will require some 
serious thinking on his part if he is to 
avoid actions that may tend to confuse 
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the Kerr financial interests with the in
terests of the Government. We can hope 
that he will be careful to avoid any ac
tions that might present problems of 
confiicts of interest, for it is easy to see 
how such problems might arise. This is 
particularly true in the light of the 
Bobby Baker investigation that indicates 
that the financial future of Bobby Baker 
and some of his associates are so closely 
tied to the future of certain firms in 
the aerospace and defense industries. 

Here are some of the facts that should 
be kept in mind by the public and the 
Congress: 

First. The Kerr financial institution, 
Fidelity National Bank & Trust Co., of 
Oklahoma City, has a large financial 
5take in the financial future of Robert 
0. <Bobby) Baker and his friends-Fred 
B. Black, Jr., lobbyist and convicted tax 
evader , and two gambling figures, Ed
ward Levinson and Benjamin Sigelbaum. 
Remember that Black has testified that 
it was through the Kerr-controlled Fi
delity National that he, Baker, Levinson 
and Sigelbaum borrowed $100,000 to 
launch the Serv-U Vending Corp. 

It was also the Fidelity National Bank 
that loaned $175,000 to Baker and Black 
for purchase of the stock in the Farmers 
& Merchants State Bank in Tulsa, Okla. 
The loans were made on the personal 
recommendations of the late Senator 
Robert Kerr. 

Second. The financial future of Bobby 
Baker is tied to Serv-U Vending Corp. 
Records indicate that Baker and Black 
owned 57 percent of the stock of this 
multimillion-dollar corporation. It is 
a firm that boomed suddenly on the basis 
of decisions by aerospace industry offi
cials that switched business from older 
established firms to the new Baker-Black 
brainchild. 

Third. The future of Serv-U is tied to 
its highly lucrative contracts with vari
ous aerospace and defense industries, in
cluding North American Aviation and 
Northrop Aviation. The North American 
food vending contract alone grosses more 
than $2,500,000, according to the testi
mony. 

If these aerospace firms would abandon 
Serv-U as quickly as they decided to use 
its services, it could result in a near col
lapse of the value of Serv-U. 

Fourth. The future of North American 
Aviation and other aerospace industries 
is tied to the decisions of the multibil
lion-dollar National Aeronautical and 
Space Agency-NASA. 

The whole arrangement makes an in
teresting little round robin of depend
ency with the potential for many favors 
and many confiicts of interest. We can 
hope that there would be every effort 
made to avoid all of the possible pitfalls. 

North American has reported that it 
has ended its contract with Fred Black. 
It was a contract that was paying him 
$160,000 a year for some of his special 
"consultant" operations in Washington. 
Apparently Fred Black was too hot for 
North American. 

It is appropriate to ask why .North 
American continues to do business with 
Bobby Baker's Serv-U? It would be in
teresting to speculate as to whether 
Baker, who has taken the fifth amend-

ment, would remain so silent if Govern
ment decisions or aerospace industry de
cisions jeopardized his little gold mine
Serv-O. 

BREENE M. KERR 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I do not 

know what has prompted my good friend, 
the gentleman from Iowa, to make these 
charges with reference to one of the sons 
of the late Senator Robert S. Kerr. 
Breene Kerr is a graduate of the Massa
chusetts Institute of Technology. I 
think he graduated very near the head of 
his class. For several years he has occu
pied a responsible position in a major oil 
company in the State of Oklahoma. He 
certainly has no need financially for a 
Government job. 

He is one of the most gifted young men 
in Oklahoma. He is modest. He is in
telligent. He has had broad experience 
both in scientific work and in adminis
tration. 

I personally believe it was a credit to 
the space agency that the Administra
tor of NASA was able to procure the 
services of this fine and outstanding 
Oklahoman. Oklahoma probably has 
fewer men in high executive offices than 
most States. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALBERT. Certainly. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. I have made no charges 
against Mr. Breene Kerr. The gentle
man is wrong in saying I did. 

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman has 
talked about his background. 

Mr. GROSS. What is wrong with 
talking about his background? 

Mr. ALBERT. The implication of the 
gentleman's remarks, as I understood 
them-and I came in in the middle of 
the gentleman's 1-minute speech-was 
that there was something wrong about 
the appointment of Breene Kerr to the 
job in NASA. If I misunderstood the 
gentleman I certainly will retract my 
statement. 

I will say to the gentleman that there 
is no young man within my knowledge, 
in Oklahoma or in the United States, who 
is better equipped to take a job of this 
kind than Breene Kerr. 

PRESIDENT JOHNSON 
MISINFORMED THE 
PEOPLE 

HAS NOT 
AMERICAN 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it was al

leged on the :floor just a short time ago 
that the United States had war plans 

for the invasion of North Vietnam. It 
was further indicated that these plans 
had been made known to the Defense 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Ap
propriations. This must be clarified. 

It should be understood by the Mem-
. bers of this House that it is the duty and 

responsibility of our military people to 
have contingency plans prepared to cope 
with any foreseeable emergency. The 
committees of the House, and the Mem
bers generally, I believe, are aware that 
this is a military necessity. 

This is not to say that any particular 
plan is up to the minute with respect to 
any particular point on the globe, but 
basic plans are, and will continue to be 
made, for any and all trouble spots as 
they show signs of emergence. 

To state that the United States plans 
to move the war in Vietnam to the north 
implies that such contingency plans as 
may exist are, in fact, being imple
mented. The President has plainly in
dicated that this is not the fact. 

To say that the President has deliber
ately misled the American people is, I 
believe, inexcusable and improper. It 
certainly does not show the national 
unity that is needed in coping with the 
trying problems of southeast Asia. 

FARM INCOME NOW LOWEST IN 7 
YEARS 

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LATTA] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the REcoRn and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, according 

to a UPI release appearing in the Bowling 
Green <Ohio) Daily Sentinel-Tribune of 
May 29, 1964, farm income hit a 7 -year 
low on May 15, 1964. I suggest that 
Members of the House and Senate and 
administration officials read this article. 
It follows: 

FARM INCOME Now LoWEST IN 7 YEARS 

WASHINGTON.-Prices farmers received for 
crops and livestock fell two-fifths of 1 per
cent during the month ending May 15, the 
Agriculture Department reported Thursday. 

This decline left farm prices 2 percent be
low a year ago, and the lowest at mid-May 
since 1957. 

Cattle prices, which have become a major 
economic headache, declined again during 
the month and were at the lowest level since 
Octo·ber 1957. 

The Department's monthly farm price re
port also showed that the cost of production 
and living supplies purchased by farmers 
:fell one-third of 1 percent from April's rec
ord high, primarily because of lower prices 
for feeder livestock and livestock feed. 
Farm costs were one-third of 1 percent above 
the level a year ago . . 

A comparison of farm commodity prices 
and farmers' costs that showed prices in the 
month ending May 15 averaged 75 percent of 
parity. This was unchanged from the mid
Aprll figure, the lowest in many years, and 
compared with 77 percent in mid-May a year 
ago. 

Parity is the price needed to put the value 
of products sold by farmers on a theoretically 
fair level in comparison with the cost o! 
things they buy. The parity figures do not. 
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however, measure such farm income supple
ments as direct Federal payments to farm
ers or the cashable marketing certificates 
which some wheat producers will get later 
this year. 

The Department said lower prices for cattle, 
wholesale milk, and eggs were mainly respon
sible for the decrease in the index of prices 
received by farmers during the month. These 
declines were partially offset by higher prices 
for potatoes, apples, and hogs. 

ADMINISTRATION POLICY IN 
SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the House for 
!minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I was ab

sent for a few minutes from the floor at
tending a meeting of the House Repub
lican policy committee. I have been 
advised by my friend and colleague from 
Florida [Mr. SIKES] that he made cer
tain remarks on the floor in connection 
with cer·tain testimony before the House 
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria
tions. First I would like to state-and I 
made this very clear in my remarks ear
lier-that the contingency plans to which 
I referred were based on information 
given to me by the State Department, 
and the State Department set forth that 
its policy was that it would take what
ever steps may be necessary to protect 
southeast Asia from the Communist take
over. The policy position of the State 
Department went beyond this and stated 
that contingency plans were being pre
pared. This was an unclassified docu
ment, completely unclassified, and to say 
that I misused any information which 
was given to the Subcommittee on De
fense Appropriations is not in accord
ance with the facts, because this was un
classified material supplied by the De
partment of State and was not informa
tion supplied to the Defense Committee 
by Secretary McNamara or any other 
individual. Now, the gentleman from 
Florida referred to certain invasion war 
plans. I have never referred to any in
vasion war plans for North Vietnam. My 
statement as carried by the Associated 
Press in answer to a question is abso
lutely correct when I said, and I used the 
word, that plans were being prepared 
for all contingencies in this particular 
area. I think it is only fair to state that 
a play on words has been used here in 
answer to a question directed to the Pres
ident of the United States. I would hope 
that we would not give the world, our 
allies, our friends, and, yes, our potential 
enemies, any idea that the national 
strategy of this country is not to have 
contingency plans so that we can defeat 
communism in the various areas of the 
world. My particular statement of Sun
day was in support of the administra
tion's preparations. It was not in op
position ·to those preparations. I am glad 
to support the administration in this re
gard. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. SIKES. I am very glad indeed to 
hear my distinguished colleague, for 
whom I have the highest regard and with 
whom I have worked very closely for 
many years on defense matters, say that 
this is in essence a play on words. I am 
sure that that is about the size of it. I 
think it most unfortunate that certain 
inferences appear to have been read into 
his statements. I quote from a state
ment that just came over the ticker: 

WASHINGTON.-Representative MELVIN R. 
LAIRD, Republican, of Wisconsin, today 
charged that President Johnson "deliberately 
misled the American people in stating that 
there were no plans to take the war in Viet
nam to the Communist north." 

That is the sort of thing that does 
create the sense of schism in our country 
and indicates a lack of unity in what we 
are trying to do to solve that unhapp:y 
situation in Vietnam. I do not think 
that my good friend would want the 
record to stand that the President of the 
United States has deliberately misled the 
American people, and of course he has 
not. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to comment on that remark. I think the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SIKES] was 
on the floor of the House when I made 
it absolutely clear that there had been no 
decision reached by the administration, 
at any level, to implement any contin
gency plans as far as North Vietnam was 
concerned. I made this very clear in 
every statement that I have made. This 
is in essence the material relayed to me. 
I think Members on both sides of the 
aisle have to show some confidence in 
these position statements disseminated 
by the State Department of our coun
try. President Johnson, I repeat, made 
the statement, as quoted in a UPI story 
that "I know of no plans being made to 
that effect." 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD] has 
expired. 

U.S. PLANS IN VIETNAM 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of the House, the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. SIKES), is recognized for 30 
minutes. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, there still 
seems to be a point of differencP. between 
my understanding of what has been said 
and what has been quoted by the press 
from my good friend, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LAIRD]. It is not clear, 
from what the distinguished gentleman 
has said, just what he meant. He indi
cated there had been a play on words, 
and I believe he said an unfortunate play 
on words. But the gentleman has not 
stated that he did or did not say that 
President Johnson deliberately misled 
the American people in stating that there 
are no plans to take the war into North 
Vietnam. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. SIKES. I am delighted to yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to clear this up once and for all. Ire-

peat that it is not a correct statement for 
the President of the United States to say, 
in response to my statement which was 
quoted to him, what he did say in his 
press conference, that, "I know of no 
plans being made to that effect." 

Mr. SIKES. That is a far cry from 
saying that the President deliberately 
misled the American people. This is the 
statement we are discussing. 

Mr. LAIRD. I believe there are plans 
being developed in this area. I think 
the gentleman from Florida knows full 
well that there are. The point is that 
there has been no decision as to whether 
to implement those plans or not. But 
the gentleman knows full well that plans 
have been made. 

Mr. SIKES. I said in my own state
ment, wllich the gentleman has in his 
hand-! made it available to him-ex
actly what the situation is on war planes. 
My point is: Does the gentleman really 
feel that the President deliberately mis
led the American people? I do not think 
he does. 
- Mr. LAIRD. Certainly any casual 
reading of the President's statement 
would lead one to believe that he thought 
I was wrong in the statement that I 
made on Sunday, I am glad the gentle
man from Florida in his own statement 
agrees precisely with what I said on Sun
day in a radio interview. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to say that I was on the floor 
when the gentleman from Wisconsin 
made his remarks. I was also shocked 
to hear them made in the context in 
which they were made. As I under
stand it, he made a statement over the 
weekend, which I read in the press, that 
he was a member of the Subcommittee 
on Appropriations that handles defense 
matters; and he stated in some radio in
terview, for what purpose I do not know, 
that we had plans to go into North Viet
nam. 

First of all, I do not know about the 
propriety of telling where we have plans; 
but I will not get into that. But I do 
think it is somewhat of an expansion of 
the gentleman's prerogative to say that 
the President has misled the American 
people. I think that he was trying to 
assure the American people-it may be 
out of context somewhat the way it was 
interpreted by the press-that we, at 
this moment, do not have any positive 
plans to take the war into North Viet
nam. That is what I understood was 
said. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas, and then I shall yield further 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
LAIRD]. 

Mr. MAHON. I would like to say 
that I think it most unfortunate that 
this discussion has taken the turn that 
it has. I am afraid that some of the 
statements made here today will tend to 
mislead the American people. 

As I understand it, the President said 
that we have no plans for the invasion 
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of North Vietnam. Well, taken in proper 
context, I would agree that this is un
doubtedly correct. I certainly do not 
think that the President has misled the 
American public. Everyone who has any 
knowledge at all of our Military Estab
lishment knows that our military people 
have not dozens of plans, not hundreds 
of plans, but really thousands of plans 
that relate to possible contingencies in 
all areas of the world. These are con
tingencies and papers that relate to many 
very different matters. Our military 
people would be very derelict if they had 
not made all possible types of studies 
and tentative conclusions in regard to 
trouble spots throughout the world and 
spots that are not now trouble spots. 
But the American people are not, I think, 
fully conversant with details of this sort. 
To say that we have plans to invade a 
country, whether it be North Vietnam 
or any other country, could very well be 
misleading, and in this context I believe 
it has been misleading. It is not cor
rect to say that we are planning to invade 
North Vietnam. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LAIRD. First I want to make it 
extremely clear that I have no quarrel 
with the press in any way as far as my 
being misquoted, because the Associated 
Press and the United Press went out of 
their way to even carry the words "pre
pared" and "preparation for contin
gencies" in italics. So, I do not think 
there can be any quarrel with me as far 
as the planning is concerned. I believed 
the Secretary of State when he stated 
that preparations would be made for 
these particular contingencies. In my 
interview I made it extremely clear that 
no decision had been made as to whether 
these plans and preparations would be 
implemented. But it does not seem to 
me that when my statement is quoted in 
a news conference and the answer is, "I 
know of no plans being made to that ef
fect," that that is being completely 
forthright in giving the American people 
full information. 

It would seem to me that "no com
ment" would have been much wiser. 

THE NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION 
AND THE NATIONAL BOARD FOR 
THE PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRAC
TICE 
Mr. SIKES. Now, Mr. Speaker, as a 

member of the Appropriations Commit
tee of the House, called upon annually to 
review and pass upon the appropriation 
for the Board for the Promotion for Rifle 
Practice, I have been disturbed by state
ments which would indicate that the Na
tional Rifle Association, a great patriotic 
organization, and the National Board for 
the Promotion of Rifle Practice, an 
agency of the U.S. Government, have 
been used by certain organizations of 
questionable intent and motives for the 
procurement of weapons and ammuni
tion. This is not in any sense correct. 
There is nothing to indicate a connec
tion. These agencies have carried on for 
years a very fine program which makes 
available to responsible groups and or-

ganizations throughout the country
which must be bonded-weapons and 
ammunition for carrying on rifle prac
tice. This is something which we in the 
United States have always considered ex
tremely important for the proper train
ing of our youth and the carrying on of 
our military defenses. 

Mr. Speaker, I, too, have read news 
stories of various sorts of small arms ord
nance allegedly purchased as scrap, later 
reconditioned and circulated in illicit 
arms channels. We have Federal laws 
rigorously controlling traffic in ·automatic 
weapons. If such items are being im
properly scrapped and made available to 
unscrupulous dealers in munitions of 
war, the matter should certainly be in
vestigated and appropriate action taken 
by competent authorities. 

I am aware also of the sale of certain 
surplus small arms and ammunition to 
civilians by the Department of the Army, 
under the provisions of the National De
fense Act, as amended, as a means of 
encouraging marksmanship among those 
persons who would be called upon for 
military service in the event of war. 
This is a desirable thing and important 
to our future security. 

However, to imply or suggest that the 
highly worthwhile program of the Na
tional Board for the Promotion of Rifle 
Practice has been subverted to the ends 
of extremist organizations is both un
fair and improper, since no evidence has 
been produced to indicate that this is 
the case. It is equally unfair to suggest 
that a patriotic, public service organiza
tion, such as the National Rifle Associa
tion of America, of which I am proud to 
be a member, has in some manner been 
hoodwinked into alining itself with 
various vague extremist organizations, 
again with complete lack of evidence 
that this is true. 

The National Rifle Association consists 
of 650,000 individual members and 11,000 
affiliated shooting organizations of which 
approximately half are junior rifle clubs. 
Under Federal law, when these clubs 
have been accepted for affiliation by the 
National Rifle Association, through a 
screening process which is quite thor
ough, they are entitled to receive certain 
assistance from the Government in sup
port of their rifle marksmanship pro
grams. All rifles issued on loan through 
the national board program are on 
memorandum receipt, and, before they 
can be delivered, the club must be fully 
bonded to the extent of the value of the 
rifles. They remain at all times the 
property of the U.S. Government and 
must be returned or accounted for. Free 
ammunition is issued for the purpose of 
permitting the club to fire marksman
ship qualification courses prescribed by 
the Army. This qualification course must 
be fired and the resuLts reported to the 
national board in order for the club to 
maintain i·ts eligibility to receive free 
issues. 

The program of the National Board for 
the Promotion of Rifle Practice, by help
ing to keep alive the most important 
basic skill of the soldier, the ability to 
use his own personal weapon, is per
forming a good and an important service 
to the country. I support it fully. 

I understand the organization which 
calls itself the Minutemen is under Jus
tice Department surveillance. The Paul 
Revere Associated Yeomen, Inc., has been 
the subject of independent investigation, 
and I understand the evidence indicates 
that it consists of the expressions of one 
i::dividual possessed of sufilcient private 
means to permit him to print and dis
tribute his own particular philosophy. 

There simply is no connection between 
these organizations and the patriotic, 
highly respected National Rifle Associa
tion and the National Board for the Pro
motion of Rifle Practice and it is most 
unfortunate that any association is in
dicated, even by inference. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIKES. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, I am de
lighted that the gentleman from Florida 
has made crystal clear the position of 
the National Rifle Association in this 
situation and the charge that has been 
made against them. 

Over the years I have seen the opera
tions of the National Rifle Association. 
They do a magnificent job. They do a 
great job With the youth of the country 
in the handling and use of firearms. 
Their contribution to the national de
fense has been outstanding. The en
couragement they have given to the peo
ple of this Nation has been a real con
tribution. 

I congratulate the gentleman from 
Florida for bringing this to the atten
tion of the Members of Congress. 

Mr. SIKES. I appreciate the state
ment of the gentleman from Ohio. He 
knows full well of the important work 
done by these two great organizations, 
and I am very appreciative of his com
ments. 

NEEDED: A STANDBY U.N. FORCE 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
;from Florida [Mr. FASCELL] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida.? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, Richard 

N. Gardner's view of a standby United 
Nations force is that of the realist, not of 
a pie-in-the-sky idealist. In the follow
ing article which appeared several wee~ 
ago in the New York Times magazine he 
admits that the standby force he en
visions would for the moment be very 
modest. His plan would provide for the 
earmarking of national units for U.N. 
use, a flexible call up system, and advance · 
training for U.N. service. This is not so 
very far from the present system of re
questing members to furnish troops for 
specific peacekeeping operations, but it 
is just far enough to be a step in the 
right direction. He maintains that the 
creation of a standing U.N. force is 
neither practical nor necessary at this 
time. 

Mr. Gardner brmgs to bear on his sub
ject the legal insight of a lawyer and 
former professor of law at Harvard and 
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Columbia. The case for strengthening 
the United Nations peacekeeping capac
ity, -he writes, rests on the fact that in 
our unstable nuclear age nations will 
never be willing to lay down their weap
ons until international law machinery to 
protect their interests has been created. 
The standby U.N. force Mr. Gardner sug
gests would represent one more essential 
addition to the international law en
forcement machinery which is a pre
requisite to the kind of world envisioned 
by the framers of the United Nations 
Charter. 

The subject of Mr. Gardner's article is 
a topic very familiar to him. Since he 
became Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for International Organization Af
fairs in April1961, Mr. Gardner has been 
one of the State Department's most lucid 
and forceful spokesmen on the subject of 
strengthening peacekeeping operations. 
His analyses of the problems of financing 
and conducting peacekeeping operations 
are both convincing and thought-pro
voking. 

Mr. Gardner has an impressive aca
demic and Government background. He 
holds an A.B. from Harvard, an LL.B. 
from Yale and a Ph. D. from Oxford, 
where he was a Rhodes scholar. This 
year he was one of the 10 winners of the 
annual ArthurS. Flemming Awards for 
outstanding Government career service. 
The awards are given to young men un
der 40 years of age in recognition of ex
ceptionally meritorious work. 

The article follows: 
NEEDED: A STANDBY U.N. FORCE 

(By Richard N. Gardner) 
(NoTE.-In Cyprus, the U.N. has been 

called upon for the fourth time on a large 
scale to keep peace by military means. Here 
is the case for institutionalizing that ca
pacity.) 

In the pale light of dawn in Nicosia one 
day last month a ceremony took place which 
had few precedents but which seems destined 
to be often repeated. British and Canadian 
troops-shortly to be joined by Finnish, 
Swedish, and Irish soldiers-donned blue 
berets, blue scarves, and blue United Nations 
emblems, and acknowledged the command of 
an Indian lieutenant general. UNFICYP
the United Nations Forces in Cyprus-was 
formally inaugurated. 

It was the 11th time the United Nations 
had been called on to establish military 
forces or military observers in a world trouble 
spot-and the 4th time on a substantial 
scale. On this occasion the U.N. force was 
sent in to help prevent a war between Greece 
and Turkey which could tear apart the east
ern flank of NATO and gravely endanger 
world peace. It was a dramatic illustration 
of the capacity of the United Nations to per
form the primary role laid down in its 
charter-"to maintain international peace 
and security." 

Yet those concerned with U.N. peacekeep
ing could not view the Cyprus operation 
With unmixed satisfaction. The Security 
Council had decided to establish the Cyprus 
force on March 4. But it took 2 weeks to 
get the first Canadian troops to the island 
and more than 3 weeks to inaugurate the 
United Nations force-a delay which could 
have been fatal had British troops not al
ready been Q.Il the spot. What is more, only· 
a hastily improvised scheme of voluntary 
contributions prevented the operation from 
dying at the outset from financial anemia. 

U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Adl!ti Steven
son put the matter bluntly in a speech at 
Princeton. • "Cyprus," he said, "has vividly 

exposed the frailties of the existing ma
chinery." His prescription: not a world 
standing army of overwhelming strength but 
a standby United Nations peace force com
posed of national military units. 

What would be the purpose of such a 
standby force? How would it operate? 
What would be its strengths-and limita
tions? 

The case for strengthening the U.N.'s 
peacekeeping capacity grows inexorably out 
of the facts of life in the nuclear age. It 
has long-term and short-term aspects which 
should be clearly distinguished. 

The long-term aspect was summed up by 
President Kennedy when he presented the 
U.S. plan for general and complete disarma
ment to the U.N. General Assembly in Sep
tember 1961: "To destroy arms * * * is not 
enough. We must create even as we de
stroy--creating worldWide law and law en
forcement even as we outlaw worldwide war 
and weapons." 

Many times since then U.S. representatives 
have hammered at the point that nations will 
never be willing to eliminate or even radi
cally reduce their arms until they have :some 
substitute means of protecting their terri
torial integrity and vital interests. The U.S. 
draft outline of a disarmament treaty en
visages the buildup, by the end of the dis
armament process, of a U.N. peace force with 
"sufficient armed forces and armaments so 
that no state could challenge it." 

But in the short te·rm the nature of U.N. 
peacekeeping operations will obviously be 
more modest than that envisaged for the 
full-blown force in the final stages of dis
armament. The peacekeeping machinery for 
the present period will not substitute for 
national armaments and will not be capable 
of dealing with aggression by any of the 
great powers.. Threats to the peace of this 
magnitude will have to be deterred or re
sisted by the power of the United States and 
its treaty allies. But in other situations the 
U.N. peacekeeping machinery will help the 
great powers-and others as well-to contain 
their conflicts and stabilize their relation
ships. 

Our experience in the Middle East, the 
Congo, and now Cyprus has demonstrated 
that in disputes between small states, or in 
areas where the withdrawal of a colonial 
regime has left a power vacuum, the estab
lishment of a U.N. peacekeeping "presence" 
can help to insulate a potentially dangerous 
situation from great power confrontation 
and the cold war. Indeed, the interposition 
of U.N. forces may be the only alternative 
to large-scale violence that is acceptable to 
the parties and to the community of nations 
as a whole. 

In the 19 years of its existence the United 
Nations has made important progress in de
veloping this peacekeeping capacity-but in 
ways not fully anticipated at the San Fran
cisco conference. The framers of the char
ter placed primary emphasis on article 43 
under which all members were supposed to 
make agreements with the· Security· Council 
to make available to the council on its call 
specified types of forces and facilities. But 
article 43 became a dead letter when it proved 
impossible to reach agreement with the So
viet Union on how to apply it. Instead, the 
U.N. has called on members to supply forces 
as needed, with much of the responsibility 
for directing them resting on the Secretary 
General. 

The framers of the charter also placed 
primary reliance for the initiation of peace
keeping operations on the Security Council. 
Contrary to a widely held view, the Council 
has by no means proved wholly impotent 
for this purpose. It launched the U.N. peace 
forces in both Cyprus and the Congo with 
the concurrence of the Soviet Union and the 
other permanent members. 

The dissolution of the wartime alliance in 
the early postwar years, however, did point 

up the need for a way to facilitate U.N. peace
keeping action when the Security Council 
was paralyzed by a great-power veto. The 
Uniting for Peace Resolution, passed in 1950, 
therefore provided for the calling of an emer
gency special session of the General Assembly 
at 24-hour notice upon the vote of any 
seven members of the Security Council or 
at the request of a majority of the members 
of the General Assembly, in the event that 
the Council was unable to act owing to a 
lack of unanimity of the permanent mem
bers. 

Under this resolution the General Assem
bly can make recommendations to members 
for collective measures, including, if neces
sary, the use of armed ·rorces. This was the 
instrument for the establishment of the 
United Nations Emergency Force in the Mid
dle East in the midst of the Suez crisis of 
1956. 

In addition to the Middle East, Congo, and 
Cyprus operations, the United Nations con
ducted a military action in Korea in which 
the United States, aided by other members, 
assumed the principal responsibility for re
sisting Communist aggression. And there 
have been lesser operations in which U.N. 
observers or truce supervisors have attempted 
to bring peace to troubled areas. 

All in all, some 54 countries have volun
tarily supplied personnel for these operations 
at the request of the Secretary General pur
suant to resolutions of the Security Council 
or General Assembly. At the height of the 
Congo operation there were 20,000 U.N. 
troops from 21 different members. 

Despite this impressive record, there is a 
growing concensus that new measures are 
now required to give the U.N. a peacekeep
ing capacity equal to current needs. Some 
have proposed the creation of a standing 
United Nations force. Such a force may 
eventually be required. But its creation at 
this time is neither practical nor necessary. 

The members of the United Nations are 
not now prepared to give the United Na
tions a blank check to use their armed 
forces in unspecified future operations. Nor 
are they prepared to give the U.N. the funds 
to maintain such forces in continued readi
ness pending their use. Moreover-and this 
is frequently overlooked-a standing United 
Nations force would have to be extremely 
large and expensive to provide the flexibility 
needed to meet the different kinds of peace
keeping emergencies which might arise. 

Past experience illustrates these differ
ences. In Korea a nation had to be defended 
against outside Communist aggression. In 
the Congo a police force was needed to pre
serve the unity of a country and protect it 
against the dangers of foreign intervention. 
In the Middle East and Kashmir the need 
was for soldiers and observers to patrol 
borders and armistice lines. In Cyprus a 
force was required to prevent a civil war 
between two hostile communities. These 
different kinds of operations on different 
continents required soldiers with different 
weaponry, different political sponsorship, 
different racial composition, different lan
guage training, and other different specifi
cations tailored to the necessities of each 
case. 

For all these reasons, there is a growing 
consensus that the next step for the United 
Nations should not be a standing army but 
a flexible callup system. For such a symem 
to· work successfully requires action in four 
main areas: 

ADVANCE PREPARATION OF MILITARY FORCES 

U.N. members, as Secretary General U 
Thant suggested last year in a speech to 
Harvard alumni, should earmark military 
units which they might be prepared to make 
available on request by the United Nations. 
Earmarking would be voluntary and, unlike 
a standing army, the earmarked units would 
be financed and controlled by their own 
governments and made available to the U.N. 
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Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Canada, 
and the Netherlands have already offered to 
earmark units for U.N. use under such ar
rangements. 

The earmarked units should be given the 
advance training necessary to prepare them 
for United Nations service. This would in
clude not only training in languages but also 
political indoctrination in the special prob
lems which military units have to face in the 
service of the U.N. Those who put on the 
blue helmets of the United Nations are 
soldiers without enemies frequently under a 
mandate which calls more for the skills of 
the policeman or diplomat than for the skills 
of the traditional military officer. 

The United Nations itself requires a per
manent military staff to organize the ear
marking and training of national military 
units, to distill the lessons of peacekeeping 
experience, to provide military advice to the 
Secretary General and to prepare contin
gency plans and standard procedures for a 
variety of future m111tary operations. Maj. 
Gen. Indar Jit Rikhye of India, milltary ad
viser to the Secretary General, heads a small 
military staff unit which can be developed to 
perform these important functions. 

FINANCE 

In some peacekeeping operations--as in 
West New Guinea and Yemen-the parties 
to the dispute will share the costs them
selves. In others-as in Cyprus--the costs 
wm be met by countries supplying troops 
and by voluntary contributions. But for 
other operations-particularly large ones like 
the Congo, which cost at its peak over $100 
million a year-there may be no alternative 
to compulsory assessments by the General 
Assembly. 

The question of financing future peace
keeping operations will soon be up for dis
cussion at the U.N. before a working group 
of 21 countries. In the weeks ahead the 
group will try to agree on a special scale of 
assessments under which the developed coun
tries would undertake to pay a somewhat 
greater share than they pay toward the regu
lar budget, with proportionate reductions 
for the less developed countries. Obviously 
agreement on a special scale would require 
agreement also on an acceptable decision
making process for peacekeeping operations. 
Application of such a scale to a particular 
operation would require, in the case of the 
United States, specific action by the Con
gress. 

The principal obstacle to financing future 
peacekeeping operations is not the working 
out of a special scale of assessments but the 
refusal of the Communist bloc and France to 
pay peacekeeping assessments duly levied by 
the General Assembly. Tile peacekeeping ca
pacity of the U.N. cannot be developed suc
cessfully if members can disregard with 
impunity their peacekeeping assessments and 
exercise a financial veto in the face of peace
keeping decisions by the political organs. 
Hopefully, defaulting members can still be 
induced to pay up. If they do not, the law 
of the charter must be applied-it deprives 
defaulters of their vote in the General As
sembly-not only to preserve the peace
keeping capacity of the organization but also 
to maintain its constitutional integrity. 

DECISIONMAKING PROCEDURES 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk said in his 
Hammarskjold lecture at Columbia Univer
sity early this year that there are two extreme 
views of how decisions on peacekeeping 
should be taken in the United Nations. 

At one extreme is the Soviet view that 
nothing should be done without the consent 
at every step of all the permanent members 
of the Security Council. At the other ex
treme is the view of some countries that 
nothing should matter except the votes that 
can be mustered in the General Assembly
and that what a majority wants done must 

be done, regardless of which states make up 
the majority. 

Almost everyone agrees that acceptance of 
the first view would condemn the United 
Nations to frustration and paralysis. There 
is also a growing consensus that the second 
view also violates commonsense in a United 
Nations which has grown from 51 to 113 
members and which may grow to 125 or 130 
in the next decade before it levels off. The 
United States and other U.N. members have 
begun discussions to find some middle 
ground which maintains the U.N. peace
keeping capacity while assuring that deci
sions on peacekeeping operations are sup
ported by a sufficient number of the large and 
middle powers who bear the principal bur
den of implementing them. 

PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES 

Improved arrangements for the peaceful 
settlement of disputes and for the imple
mentation of peaceful change are indispen
sable if peacekeeping by the United Nations 
is to be fully effective. The burden on the 
U.N. fire department will be intolerable un
less the organization develops a system of 
fire prevention to stop some of the conflagra
tions from breaking out at all. And United 
Nations peace forces will never be able to 
extricate themselves from areas beset by po
litical controversy unless some acceptable 
form of political settlement is eventually 
worked out. 

In the United Nations today there is grow
ing agreement on this point. It was no acci
dent that the same Security Council resolu
tion which established the United Nations 
Cyprus force also called for the appointment 
of a mediator to try to work out a political 
settlement. 

The problem of peaceful settlement and 
peaceful change is not wholly one of proce
dure. It is basically a question of the wlll 
of U.N. members to live up to their Charter 
obligations to refrain from the threat or use 
of force and to settle their disputes by peace
ful means. But that will can be strength
ened by improving the resomces of the U.N. 
for aiding peaceful settlement. 

This can be done in a number of ways: 
increasing use by the Secretary General of 
senior aides or distinguished persons out
side the U.N. in trouble-shooting missions; 
more frequent deployment of U.N. observers 
to find facts and monitor troubled situa
tions; greater resort to the International 
Court of Justice in advisory as well as ad
versary proceedings; enlarged and better or
ganized U.N. programs to deal with the eco
nomic and social causes of instab111ty and 
conflict; and establishment of the United 
Nations Institute voted at the last General 
Assembly to train nationals of member states 
for U.N. service and to conduct research for 
the improvement of U.N. peacekeeping and 
nation-building operations. 

This program for the development of an 
effective United Nations peacekeeping system 
is hardly utopian. It is no more than is 
necessary-perhaps not as much as will prove 
necessary-to reduce the risk of international 
violence in the nuclear age to tolerable pro
portions. Yet its implementation is by no 
means free from difficulty. 

The central problem is the response of 
the Soviet Union. The record here is far 
from encouraging. In recent years, the So
viet Union has rejected in both princ,iple 
and practice the independent character of 
the international Secretariat which is essen
tial to effective peacekeeping; it has attacked 
as lllegal the U.N. peacekeeping actions in 
the Congo and the Middle East; and it has 
refused so far to pay its assessed share of 
these operations. 

Moreover, in the Geneva disarmament 
negotiations, Soviet spokesmen have at
tacked the emphasis placed by Western dele
gations on the inseparable relationship be
tween peacekeeping and disarmament. In 

their disarmament plan the Soviets paid lip
service to peacekeeping but proposed a U.N. 
peace force operating under the Security 
Council (where they have a veto) and con
trolled by a military troika (where they 
would have another veto) . 

This record of Soviet opposition is discour
aging-but is no excuse for hopelessness or 
despair. We must not get ourselves in the 
habit of thinking that nothing can be done 
to strengthen the U.N. as a peacekeeping 
agency Without the cooperation of the So
viet Union. The whole history of the United 
Nations-in Korea, the Congo, the Middle 
East, and elsewhere-proves that the con
trary is the case. 

Moreover, even the position of the Soviet 
Union may not be frozen for all time. The 
past year has seen some hopeful develop
ments in Soviet foreign policy. For various 
reasons the Soviet Union has come to ac
knowledge, and in certain cases to act upon, 
the fact that despite national and ideologi
cal conflicts nations may share common 
interests in survival and welfare. Soviet 
foreign policy ultimately reflects Soviet na
tional interest-and the real long-term in
terest of the Soviet Union as well as of other 
countries would be served by a stronger 
United Nations which can help the great 
powers disengage from dangerous confronta
tions and prevent brushfire conflicts between 
small states from triggering a nuclear war. 

President Johnson put the matter simply 
last month in his statement to American 
labor leaders: "The world has changed and 
so has the methods of dealing with disrup
tions of the peace • • • general war is im
possible and some alternatives are essential." 

One of these alternatives is the speedy de
velopment of an effective United Nations 
peacekeeping system. The building of such 
a system is a high priority task for the 
United States and other United Nations mem
bers in the months ahead. 

JAMES C. INGRAM, JR., HONOR 
CADET AT AIR FORCE ACADEMY 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Louisiana [Mr. WILLIS] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I share 

with my colleagues in Congress the great 
satisfaction it gives us to make it possible 
for our young men to enter the service 
academies. And I know it brings to all 
of us a particular feeling of gratification 
and pride when these young men estab
lish outstanding records as they often do. 

At this time I am greatly pleased to 
pay tribute to one of my appointees, 
James C. Ingram, Jr., honor member of 
the graduating class at the Air Force 
Academy where tomorrow, June 3, he will 
receive the coveted George C. Marshall 
Award as the outstanding cadet in mili
tary excellence. This will be presented 
during an a ward ceremony prior to the 
graduation exercises. 

Cadet Ingram, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Ja~es C. Ingram, Sr., of Lafayette, La., 
served as wing commander during the 
fall term of the 1963-64 school year and 
is graduating as a lieutenant colonel and 
group commander in: the Cadet Corps. 

I am indeed happy to pay this recogni
tion to Cadet Ingram and to extend my 
congratulations to this fine young man 
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who I am confident will always merit the 
high honor he is receiving and will live 
up to the finest traditions of the Air 
Force and our military services in 
general. 

U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY: MIDSHIPMAN 
EDWARD A. CHLADEK'S PAPER ON 
ALBERT A. MICHELSON 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FLoonJ may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, as a mem

ber of the Defense Subcommittee, House 
Committee . on Appropriations, and of 
the Board of Visitors of the U.S. Naval 
Academy over a period of years, I have 
been privileged to observe the tremen
dous impact of modern science on the 
Navy, especially in the adjustment of 
curriculums and in the form of addi
tional educational facilities at the Acad
emy. 

Among the evidences of scholastic im
provements in the naval institution has 
been an increasing number of worth
while research papers by midshipmen. 
Moreover, plans for adequate instruc
tional facilities include a modern science 
building to be known as Michelson Hall 
in honor of Albert A. Michelson, the 
celebrated physicist in the field of light, 
who started upon his career as a mid
shipman in the class of 1873. 

While the main features of Michelson's 
scientific career are extensively covered 
in lay and scientific literature, compara
tively little has been available in con..: 
venient form of his early life, his years 
at the Naval Academy and his time as a 
young o:ffi.cer. 

Recognizing this blank as offering an 
unusual opportunity in the history of 
science, Midshipman Edward A. Chladek 
of the class of 1964 determined to meet 
the challenge. Gleaning facts from 
many sources, he succeeded admirably 
in telling the· story of the young Michel
son. 

In order to make Midshipman Chla
dek's paper more widely known and to 
stimulate other midshipmen to make 
comparable studies of other great figures 
of American history, I include the full 
text of Midshipman Chladek's paper, 
bibliographical essay, footnotes, and ap
pendixes as part of my remarks. 
U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY-"F'ROM MIDSHIPMAN TO 

PHYSICIST,'' A RESEARCH PAPER SUBMITTED 

TO THE HEAD OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 

ENGLISH, HISTORY, AND GOVERNMENT 

(By Edward A. Chladek, midshipman, first 
class, section C14, Annapolis, Md., Febru
ary 1964) 

FROM MIDSHIPMAN TO PHYSICIST 

Within a few years, a large, modern aca
demic building will be dedicated on the 
grounds of the U.S. Naval Academy, not to a 
m.an who distinguished himself as a naval 
oftlcer, but to a man who served his country 
as a scientist. Albert Abraham Michelson, 
class of 1873, world renowned physicist and 
first American to receive the Nobel Prize 1n 
physics, will be honored. 

The purpose of this paper is to explore the 
personal life of this famous graduate while 
he was stationed at the Naval Academy, both 
as a midshipman and as an instructor. It 
is also the intent of this research to present 
more information than has been previously 
issued and to verify that which has already 
been published in order to give a more ac
curate picture of Michelson, the man. 

Albert A. Michelson was born on Decem
ber 19, 1852, amid the uprisings and political 
turmoil of mid-19th century Europe. His 
parents were Rosalie Pryzlubska, a young 
Polish girl and the daughter of a "well
known physician," and samuel Michelson, 
a dry goods merchant.1 They lived in 
Strelno, a small town on the Polish-German 
border which was a.ctually in German terri
tory and under German control at the time, 
although most of its inhabitants were 
Polish.2 In later years, Michelson stated that 
he was born in Poland but officially listed his 
place of birth as Strelno, Germany .3 

In an effort to escape the religious and po
litical persecution which was prevalent and 
with the hope for greater opportunities for 
his family, Samuel elected to join the fiood 
of persons who were seeking their fortunes 
in the newly discovered gold and silver de
posits of California. When Albert was only 
2 years old, the family made the long passage 
to California by way of Panama, stopping 
first in New York. Eventually they settled 
in Murphy's Camp, Calaveras County, where 
Samuel established a small dry goods store 
among the growing mining . camps.• Albert 
spent his boyhood in this thriving, rough 
and tumble town which, curiously enough, 
was described in the novels of Mark TWain 
and Bret Harte. 

The Michelsons were not wealthy, but they 
were intelligent, ambitious, and had an air 
of respectability about them. They encour
aged their children to acquire a good educa
tion and to cultivate their natural talents. 
Albert enjoyed playing the violin, and, under 
the direction of a miner who was an ex cell en t 
violinist, mastered the instrument and con
tinued playing throughout his life.5 Miriam, 
the oldest daughter, later became a success
ful novelist, her sister, Pauline became a 
schoolteacher, and a brother, Charles, be
came an infiuential newspaperman.8 

Although both parents were Jewish, the 
religion was not practiced, and the children 
grew up without any definite religious con
victions or prejudices.7 Years later, an inti
mate associate said, "Neither in aspect nor 
characteristic did Michelson ever reveal any 
racial penchants or prejudices." 8 

After attending elementary school, 
Michelson was sent to high school in San 
Francisco, where he lived in the home of 
the principal, Theodore Bradley. These first 
years away from the family were probably 
lonely ones, for Albert said that he de
veloped "few companionships." 9 Bradley 
was exceedingly strict and drilled him thor-

1 Robert A. Millikan, "Biographical Mem
moir of Albert Ab'raham Michelson,'' Na
tional Academy of Sciences, Biographical 
Memoirs (Fourth Memoir, 1938); vol. XIX, 
p. 128. Hereafter cited as "Memoir." 

2 Bernard J. Jaffe, Michelson and the Speed 
of Light (New York: Doubleday & Co., 1960), 
p. 35. 

au.S. Naval Academy Roll Book, 1869 
(microfilm). Hereafter cited as "Roll Book." 

'See Millikan, Memoir, p. 128, and Jaffe, 
p. 37. 

G Quoted in Millikan, Memoir, p. 128. See 
Jaffe, p. 38. 

8 John H. Wilson, Jr., Albert A. Michelson, 
America's First Nobel Prize Physicist (New 
York: Messner, Inc., 1958), p. 150. Also 
Jaffe, p. 40. 

1 Quoted in Millikan, Memoir, pp. 128-129. 
8 Ibid., p. 129. 
e Quoted in Millikan, Memoir, p. 129. See 

Jaffe, p. 38. 

oughly, especially in mathematics. Lat&r 
Michelson commented, "He was too strict for 
his own popularity and success. For in
stance, out of a class of about 90, he al
lowed only 4 to graduate." 10 Albert was also 
given the job of maintaining the physical in
struments, for which he was paid $3 a 
month,ll Before graduating in 1869, he in
dicated his interest in optics by writing a 
paper on the subject.12 As soon as he had 
completed high school, his father requested 
him to return to Virginia City, Nev., where 
the Michelsons were now living, to take the 
entrance examination for Annapolis. Albert 
was not very enthused and wrote back argu
ing that he would rather stay in San Fran
cisco. His father replied by telegraph, "Come 
home at once." 18 Albert returned without 
further protest. 

At that time, the Naval Academy had un
dergone drastic changes and acquired the 
reputation of being one of the top engineer
ing schools in the country.14 Appointments 
were advertised publicly, offering successful 
candidates $500 per year as well as expenses 
paid to Annapolis. Upon graduation, their 
pay would increase to $800 a year, and they 
would be eligible for the grade of lieutenant 
as soon as a vacancy exlsted.115 

The dry goods store was not doing very 
well, and since this was a convenient way to 
obtain a sound education at practically no 
expense, the idea must have found favor 
with young Michelson.16 He took the ex
amination with nine others in the Virginia 
City courthouse on January 10, 1869. Al
though he did well on the test, the appoint
ment was given to James W. Blakely, whose 
father had lost an arm in the Civil War.17 

Congressman Thomas Fitch, recognizing Al
bert's capabiUties and knowing that his 
father was very infiuential politically, wrote 
a letter to President Grant and suggested 
that Michelson take this letter to Washing
ton in an attempt to procure one of the 10 
appointments at large.18 This was a difficult 
decision for a boy of 16 to make. He knew 
that his chances were slim, and that if he 
did not receive the appointment and pass 
the entrance examination he would not be 
reimbursed for his travel expenses.19 But, 
with his father's encouragement, he decided 
to make the difficult and uncomfortable 
journey. 

After arriving in Washington, he gained 
an interview with Grant, presented letters 
of recommendation from his principal and 

10 Interview with Albert A. Michelson in 
Neil M. Clark, "Michelson Holds the Stop
Watch on a Ray of Light," American maga
zine (January 1926), p. 25. Herea:fter cited 
as "Clark, 'Int.'." 

n Millikan, Memoir, p. 129. 
12 Dorothy Michelson Stevens, letter dated 

Jan. 30, 1964. See appendix B. Hereafter 
cited as "Stevens, 'letter'." 

1a Clark, "Int." 
u See A. B. Anderson ( ed.) et al., "The 

Departments," U.S. Naval Institute Proceed
ings (October 1935), pp. 141~1439. 

15 Park Benjamin, The U.S. Naval Academy 
(New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1900), p. 28. 

1e Candidates were reqUired, however, to 
purchase uniforms and personal effects as 
well as make a one hundred dollar deposit 
for textbooks, etc. They became obligated, 
upon acceptance as a midshipman, to serve 
8 years in the Navy, including time spent · 
at the Academy. See Regulations Governing 
the Admission of Candidates to the U.S. 
Naval Academy in U.S. Naval Academy Reg. 
ister, 1869-70 (Washington: Government 
Printing Office, 1871), p. 32. Hereafter cited 
as "Regulations." 

1 r Jaffe, p. 141. Blakely successfully passed 
the Academy entrance examinations but was 
dropped in Nov. 1871. 

18 Jaffe, p. 41, p. 43, and Millikan, Memoir, 
p. 129. 

111 Regulations, p. 38. 
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Mr. Blakely, the Civil War veteran, and vowed 
to be a credit to the President. Grant ex
plained that all 10 of his appointments had 
been promised, but told Albert to see the 
Secretary of the Navy. The Secretary ad
vised him to go to Annapolis, for 1 of the 
10 appointees had not yet taken the exami
nation, and there was a possibility tha.t he 
might fail. Albert went to Annapolis and 
found that the candidate did fail but had 
been given a reappointment. He waited for 
3 days, only to find that the candidate suc
cessfully passed his second examination. 
Very much discouraged, he planned to start 
back to Washington and had actually placed 
his trunk on the train, when a messenger 
arrived announcing that President Grant had 
reconsidered the case and made an excep
tion by creating an additional appointment. 
Apparently this was brought about by the 
letter from his Congressman, which stated, 
"His appointment at your hand would do 
more to fasten these people (Israelites) to 
the Republican cause, than anything else 
that could be done." 20 Michelson later 
commented that his success could be at
tributed to an "illegal act." 21 

The entrance examination, consisting of 
separate examinations in arithmetic, geog
raphy, reading, writing and spelling, was 
both written and oral.22 Albert must have 
been thankful for the years of rigorous drill
ing he had endured while living with Mr. 
Bradley in San Francisco, for he found him
self much better prepared than most of the 
other candidates, some of whom had had 
only 3 or 4 years of formal schooling.23 The 
examiners found him duly qualified and 
noted on the record of the oral examination, 
"A Pole--well up in arithmetic." 2' After 
passing the physical examination he was 
formally admitted as midshipman No. 45 
on June 28, 1869, at the age of 16 years, 
6 months.26 

Almost immediately he was placed on 
board the sloop Dale for a practice cruise.26 

When he returned to Annapolis in Septem
ber, he was subjected to the burden of a 
heavy academic load and the wrath of the 
newly promoted third classmen, who were 
then, as now, called youngsters. Plebe 
indoctrination was extremely harsh at that 
time, and Michelson's slight accent and 
handsome appearance must have attracted 
considerable attent1on.27 However, there is 
no evidence that he was mistreated or hazed 
any more than his classmates. The concern 
at the time did not involve nationality or 
religion, but was centered around a possible 
Negro admission- to the Academy.28 

20 Jaffe, p. 34. 
21 Compare Jaffe, pp. 41-43; Millikan, 

Memoir, pp. 129-130; Wilson, pp; 26-34; 
Clark, "Int.," p. 25; and Harvey B. Lemon, 
"Albert Abraham Michelson: The man and 
the man of science" (a paper read before the 
Chicago Literary Club, Nov. 30, 1931; on 
file in the U.S. Naval Academy Museum), 
pp. 5-6. Slightly different versions of his 
appointment appear in each source. This 
version is taken largely from the Clark in
terview, since most of this account was 
quoted from Michelson himself and was pub
lished in 1926 while Michelson was still alive. 

22 James R. Soley Historical Sketch of the 
United States Naval Academy (Washington: 
Government Printing Office 1876) pp. 151-
154. 

28 Ibid., pp. 155-161. Also see "remarks" 
section in records of "Oral Preliminary Ex
aminations" (U.S. Naval Academy Library). 

""Oral Preliminary Examinations, 1869" 
(U.S. Naval Academy Ltbrary), p. 41. 

ss Roll Book, 1869. 
28 United States Naval Academy Register 

(Washington: Government Printing Office), 
1869-70, p. 87. Hereaf·ter cited as "Regis
ter." 

11 Benjamin, p. 288. 
18 Ibid., pp. 291-293. 

Albert found his high school preparation New England towns ·and also visited Halifax, 
very helpful, especially in mathematics. He Nova Scotia.u Returning to Annapolis in 
said, "it undoubtedly made the course, which September, he began a year marked by some 
was pretty stiff, rather easy for me." 29 He major changes in his progress at the Acad
did remarkably well, achieving a 4.44 on the emy. He maintained his overall class stand
second term algebra final examination (mid- ing, but apparently began to violate the 
shipmen were graded on a 4.0 scale) and regulations frequently, incurring 192 de
standing second in mathematics out of a merits and standing third from the bottom 
class of 87.30 In drawing, he stood 1st, and in conduct. He improved his standing in 
in history, 43d. His overall standing for the gunnery, but slipped from 8th to 26th in 
year was seventh, with a total of 130 de- seamanship, the largest drop of his midship
merits-about average for a plebe-again in- man career.1.2 
dicating that he was not treated more A possible explanation for this is found in 
severely than his classmates.81 a Navy Department directive of 1870, which 

On June 16, 1870, Michelson departed from changed the status of the cadets from "mid
Annapolis aboard the sloop Savannah on a shipmen" to "cadet midshipmen." 1.3 The 
3-month practice cruise to Plymouth, Eng- Navy was entering a period of decay, and it 
land, and Funchal, Madiera.82 Charles Dick- was necessary to reduce the number of full 
ens had died suddenly on June 9, and when midshipmen and increase the time of service 
the cadets received this news upon their ar- required for promotion. In addition, officers 
rival at Plymouth, some of them may have who had served 3 years at sea were beginning 
joined the hundreds of persons visiting the to return to Annapolis for promotion exami
garlanded tomb in Westminister Abbey.33 It nations. Advancements were no longer de
was probably here that Michelson met the termined by order of merit at the Naval 
girl who was later to become his first wife. Academy, but by the results of these new 

The next year gave Albert, or "Mike," as he tests.« Now, instead of becoming eligible 
was known by his classmates, a chance to for the grade of lieutenant upon achieving 
relax and become acquainted with the liberal a midshipman's warrant, graduates were re
changes that had taken place at the Acad- quired to pass through the ranks of ensign, 
emy. These revisions, which had been in~ p1aster and then lieutenant.415 Perhaps 
itiated by Adm. David Dixon Porter, Super- , Michelson, faced with these changes in 
intendent from 1865 to 1869, more closely policy, began to lose interest in the Navy 
adapted the methods of teaching and courses as a career-a probable cause for his poorer 
of study to the needs of the Navy. Two grades in seamanship. 
courses of study were adopted, one for line Michelson's last year at the Academy was 
officers, like Michelson, and one for engineers. his worst, at least academically. He dropped 
The honor system had been instituted and three places to a ninth overall standing. A 
·social life had developed. Now the Academy glance at his record will reveal that, with 
was sometimes referred to as "Porters' Dane- the exception of navigation and surveying, 
ing Academy." M Sports were encouraged, he dropped in his professional courses, which 
and Porter himself is said to have jumped were rather heavily weighted, while specializ
into the boxing ring with the midshipmen.M ing in the scientific subjects. He stood 1st 
Noteworthy of his administration, which in optics and accoustics, 2d in heat and 
ended a few months before Michelsons' ad- climatology, but was 17th in gunnery and 
mission, is the comment, "never had the 25th in seamanship.4ll 
students been more diligent or imbued with He achieved the rank of cadet petty officer 
a higher sense of personal honor and duty, or "double diamond" and was first captain 
and never before had the Academy graduated of 1 of the 24 gun crews, which then made 
larger or more intelligent classes." 36 up the battalion of midshipmen.'7 This was 

Michelson, now living in the recently com- not a particularly high rank, since at least 
pleted new cadet quarters, took up fencing 14 of his classmates ranked higher, but cadet 
and improved his standing in the class from officers were chosen according to their "fit-
20th to 2d by the end of the year·37 He ness for the position," and Michelson's 
continued to practice the violin and often grades in seamanship and gunnery were only 
passed his time sketching and painting water average,48 Although he thrived on discipline, 
colors.33 He also took lessons in boxing.39 he was never pompous and probably was not 
The emphasis on academics that year had interested in this type of achievement. 
begun to shift toward the professional sub- However, as a first guns' captain he had a 
jects, but youngster Michelson continued considerable amount of responsib111ty, for he 
his good record, standing 8th in seaman- was in command of his 16-man crew during 
ship and loth in gunnery. His outstanding gunnery and infantry drills. He sat at the 
grades in the technical subjects raised him head of his table in the messhall, and was 
to a sixth overall standing, even though the "responsible !or the preservation of order and 
rigor of the courses had reduced the class discipline" within his command." 
to 45 by the end of the year.1.0 One evening, while carrying out his duties 

On June 17, 1871, Cadet Michelson, now as a petty officer, an interesting incident oc
a second-cla.ssman, embarked on the sloop curred. The story is told by Midshipman 
Saratoga for an Atlantic cruise. He docked Bradley Fiske, who later became Rear Ad
at Nantucket Sound, New London and other miral Fiske, Assistant Chief of Naval Opera

29 Clark, "Int.," p. 25. 
ao See "Monthly Summary, 1870" (Mathe

matics Department, U.S.N.A.). Hereafter 
cited as "Summary." 

81 Register, 187Q-71, p. 16. 
a2 Ibid., 187Q-71, p. 34. 
33 J. B. Priestley, Charles Dickens, a pic

torial biography (New York: Viking Press, 
1961) ' p. 126. 

34 John C. Cirne, United States Naval 
Academy, The First Hundred Years (New 
York: McGraw H111 Book Co., 1945), p. 42. 

33 Benjamin, p. 267. 
oo Ibid., p. 28. 
37 Register, 1871-1872, p. 13. 
33 Stevens, "letter," p. 1. 
39 Bradley A. Fiske, From Midshipman 

to Rear Admiral {New York: Century Co., 
1919)' p. 15. 

'
0 Register, 1871-1872, p. 13. See appen

dix A. 

tions in World War I, and is the only recorded 
incident of Michelson's midshipman career. 
That night, due to the absence of the first 
company petty ofHcer at meal formation, 
Michelson assumed command and gave the 
order "right dress." While the men were 
easing into line, he called out, "Dress back, 
Mr. Fiske." Fiske, who was second in his 
class, and, although only a second classman, 
had the same rank as Michelson. He appar
ently resented being reprimanded by some
one whom he considered his equal and chal
lenged Michelson to a fight. The ensuing 

41 Ibid., 1871-1872, p. 36. 
1.2 Idem, 1871-1872, p. 12. 
1.3 Benjamin, p. 284. 
" Ibid., pp. 285-286. 
411 Idem, p. 285. 
1.6 Register, 1872-1873, p. 9. 
47 Fiske, p. 15. Also see Benjamin, p. 265. 
~.a Soley, p. 142. 
411 Ibid., p. 143. 
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bout lasted only a few minutes, for the to his home to meet his niece, Margaret Hem
referees ended the fight when Fiske could no inway. She was the daughter of a prominent 
longer see out of either eye. Fiske later New York stockbroker and had just returned 
claimed that Michelson had received more from a fashionable finishing school in Paris.50 

instruction in boxing, but admitted that he Margaret believed Michelson to be the mid
had been given such a beating he spent 8 shipman she had met at Dickens' tomb in 
days on the sick list for "contusions." 60 Westminster Abbey in 1870 while he was on 

In addition to his boxing, fencing, and a practice cruise. Seeing him again, she 
musical abilities, young Michelson was a stated that she at once recognized the 
t alented artist.51 In a rare photograph, he "brilliant eyes" which had so profoundly 
is shown as a first classman doing a self- impressed her 6 years before.60 She fell in 
portrait in the new cadet quarters.52 Not love with the handsome Michelson-he had 
only does it display his artistic abilities as jet black hair, deep-set eyes, a trim 
well as his handsome, dashing appearance, 5 feet 8 physique and a neat, dignified 
but illustrates his knowledge of optics and appearance.6l. They were m arried in New 
a flair for originality. Notice in the prefa- Rochelle, N:Y., on April18, 1877.62 

tory picture that the mirror was arranged so That summer Michelson served as a watch 
that his image was presented to the camera officer aboard the practice ship Constellation 
rather than to himself, as it normally would for a 3-month midshipman cruise. The 
have been while doing a self-portrait. Also, only other ensign on board wasT. B. Howard, 
the room had been sufficiently draped to pre- a classmate who had edged him out of first 
vent reflections from the objects behind him, place in mathematics during their first year 
presentin g a light background in the mirror. at the Academy.03 Howard was now assigned 
It is not difficult to understand why this to the Naval Academy as a mathematics in
man stood first in drawing and optics. structor. Michelson also became acquainted 

However, the Superintendent, Commodore with Lieutenant Nazro and Master Clason, 
Worden, evidently did not approve of Mich- both instructors in the foreign language 
elson's outside interests and, being from the department and fellow watch officers on 
"old school," was very much concerned about the Constellation. In September 1877, he 
his regression in gunnery and seamanship., I eturned to his duties at the Naval 
He called Michelson to his office and, after , Academy.64 

a severe scolding, warned, "If you'd give less Life had been easy for him as an instruc
attention to those scientific things and more tor, for the class recitation method was be
to your naval gunnery, there might come a ing used, which required the instructor to 
time when you would know enough to be of act more as a grader than a teacher .65 

some use to your country." 53 Fortunately, Michelson said, "It was an easy post. Any om
Michelson d id not take Commodore Worden cer in the Navy could have filled it." 66 He 
too seriously. also stated, "We followed a textbook very 

His senior year passed quickly, and on closely, and I managed to keep my ignorance 
May 31, 1873, he took h is place with the rest hidden by reading up in the textbook about 
of the battalion to receive his diploma. His 10 pages in advance of the class." 6'l 

record had not been exceptional; he stood However, in November of that year the 
ninth overall, had a more than average method was modified, with recitations being 
number of demerits and had not achieved a augmented by lectures and demonstrations. 
very high cadet rank. He was not even At Sampson's direction, Michelson began to 
among the "star" members of the class who prepare a few lectures, one of which dealt 
were placed in front of the battalion at . with the measuring of the velocity of light. 
graduation.54 His first wife later said, "His As he was studying the methods of Feu
record at the Academy was not brilliant." 55 cault, Fizeau, and Cornu, a new method 

After graduation he was given a 3-month "suggested itself" to the young ensign.&B He 
leave and then assigned to the Monongahela placed his light source in the principal focus 
and Roanoke. In July 1874, he was pro- of the lens, such that parallel rays of light 
mated to ensign and transferred to the North were produced which were reflected by a 
Atlantic squadron, where he served on the plane mirror back to the source. This would 
Colorado and the Worcester. In October enable him to obtain an image "no matter 
1874, he returned to the Naval Academy to what the distance may be." 69 By increasing 
take his promotion examinations. He ap- the distance, deflection would increase, giv
parently did well in the scientific areas, for ing increased accuracy. 
in December 1875, he was ordered back to With the crude pieces of apparatus that 
Annapolis as an instructor of physics and could be found in the physical laboratory, 
chemistry.5o Michelson set up his equipment, using a dis-

His immediate superior was Comdr. W. T. tance of several hundred feet.7o He expected 
Sampson, who later, as an admiral, gained 
fame at the Battle of Santiago. Sampson 
knew that Michelson had done well in his 
studies while he was a midshipman and was 
primarily responsible for calling him back to 
Annapolis.67 He was not an easy man to 
work for, but often provided enough inspira
tion to move his subordinates to great 
accomplishmen t .58 

The Superintendent must have liked the 
young ensign, for one evening he invited him 

6° Fiske, pp. 15-16. 
51 Stevens, "letter," p. 1. 
62 See picture inside title page. This is 

a copy of a picture recently sent to Capt. 
P. V. Weems, U.S. Navy, retired, by a member 
of the Michelson family. It has not, as yet, 
been published. 

63 The New York Times, May 10, 1931, 
p. 1, and W. H. Crew "The Researches of 
Professor Albert A. Michelson," U.S. Naval 
Institute Proceedings (January, -1930), p. 38. 

6~ Benjamin, p. 295. 
55 Quoted in Millikan, Memoir, p. 130. 
58 J. R. Smithson, "Michelson at Annap

olis," American Journal of Physics (Oct., 
1950), p. 426, and Millikan, Memoir, p. 130. 

67 Clark, "Int.," p. 25. 
M Fiske, p. 199. 

59 Stevens, "letter," p. 2. 
60 Compare Millikan, Memoir, p. 130, and 

Stevens, "letter," p. 2. 
81 See Millikan Memoir, p. 124; Stevens, 

"letter," p. 1; and R. A. Millikan, "Albert A. 
Michelson," Scientific Monthly (Jan., 1939), 
p. 19. Hereafter cited as "Millikan, 'article.'" 

e2 Millikan, Memoir, p. 131. 
63 "Summary," 1870. 
M Register, 1877-1878, p. 31. 
65 Midshipmen were graded almost every 

day based on their replies to oral questions 
and the work done at the blackboard. For 
an example see any "Weekly Summary" for 
that period. 

66 Times, p. 1. 
87 Clark •. "Int."· p. 25. 
es A. A. Michelson, "On a M€thod of 

Measuring the Velocity of Light," American 
Journal of Science (1878), p. 394. Hereafter 
cited as "On a method." 

89 A. A. Michelson, "Experimental Deter
mination of the Velocity of Light," a private 
reproduction of the original manuscript in 
Smithsonian Institution, p. 3. Hereafter 
cited as "manuscript." 

10 A. A. Michelson, "Experimenta·I Deter
mination of the Velocity of Light," Proceed-

only to obtain rough values somewhat close 
to those that had already been published. 
He later said, "I merely meant to demon
strate the method. Very much to my sur
prise, I discovered that with our homemade 
apparatus we were measuring the velocity 
of light with considerably greater accuracy 
than anybody h ad measured it before." 11 

Michelson became entranced with the 
project, for he knew that this was only a 
start. With better equipment and a larger 
distance, he could obtain highly accurate 
values. He purchased a rotating mir ror for 
$10 of his own money and began to obtain 
larger and larger deflections.72 A description 
of his method was published in May 1878, but 
included no d at a .73 Then newspapers started 
to print information on his experiments, and 
his fame as a physicist began to spread. 
One account even found its way back to Vir
ginia City.74 

His father-in-law, A. G. Heminway, be
came interested in the experiments and pro
vided Michelson with $2,000 to purchase bet
ter equipment.75 Now he was able to in
crease the light path to 500 feet and obtain 
a value of 186,508 miles per second. He pre
sented his data to a meeting of the Ameri
can Association for the Advancement of Sci
ence that summer, explaining that it was 
made "under difficulties and with apparatus 
adapted from material found in the labora
tory of the naval school." 76 

The now much talked about ensign con
tinued to improve his apparatus, expanding 
his light path to 1,985 feet and trying to 
eliminate inaccuracies in every possible 
way.77 He even checked on possible observer 
bias by calling on his friends Lieutenant 
Nazro and Master Clason to take some of the 
readings.78 He obtained the help of Pro
fessor Mayer of the Stevens Institute in 
clocking the exact speed of his rotating 
mirror.79 

Michelson built a 45- by 14-foot frame 
building to house his rotating mirror, which 
rested on a brick pier. The stationary mirror 
was placed in a heavy brass frame which 
"was mounted on a brick pier, the whole 
surrounded by a wooden case, to protect it 
from the sun." The "line of light" was lo
cated on "a clear, nearly level stretch along 
the North seawall of the Naval Academy." so 
It was 11 feet above the ground and passed 
between the old boat shed and the physics 
building.81 The line is now covered by build
ings, but is approximately marked on the 
western end by the old Oregon gun and on 
the eastern end by the southwest corner of 
the Natatorium.82 One of the original rota-

ings of the American Association for the Ad
vancement of Science (Aug., 1878), p. 77. 
Hereafter cited as "article." 

a Clark, "Int.," p. 152. 
72 Ibid., p. 25, and Michelson, "On a 

method," p. 76. 
7

3 Michelson, "On a method," p. 77. 
7

' See quote in Millikan, Memoir, p . 133. 
76 Michelson, "On a method," p . 77. 
76 Ibid., p. 77. 
77 Army-Navy Register, May 3, 1879, p. 625. 

Also New York Daily Tribune, May 14, 1879. 
7s Michelson, manuscript, p. 104. 
79 Ibid., p . 39. 
80 Idem, p. 5. 
81 Idem, p. 5. 
82 The light path was approximated by 

superimposition of an old map of the Acad
emy grounds and a recent map in 1942 by 
Captain Baldridge, of the museum; Mr. Bo
lander, librarian; Mr. Poole, from public 
works; and Prof. E. W. Thompson as a line 
between Isherwood Hall and the natatorium. 
See E. W. Thompson letter dated Feb. 10, 
1942 (vertical file, U.S.N.A. Library), 
"U.S.N.A. Map No. 701," and maps of the 
Naval Academy in U.S. Naval Institute Pro
ceedings (Oct. 1935), p. 1442 and (May 
1932), pp. 676-677. The path was later re
vised by Professor Thompson to just in front 
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tiona! mirrors is on display in the Michelson 
Museum in China Lake, Calif.83 

On February 5, 1879, Michelson was pro
moted to master and in June and July of 
that year made the last of his measurements 
at the Naval Academy.84 Readings were 
taken at sunrise and sunset, the mirror being 
readjusted before each run. The painstaking 
procedure was vividly described by Michel
son in a clearly written 20 pages of explana
tion. The original handwritten manuscript 
of these experiments has been recently dis
covered and is now in the Smithsonian Insti
tution.85 On glancing through the manu
script, one cannot help but feel the tireless 
persistence, the unrelenting perseverance of 
a man who had thrown himself completely 
into the experiment. 

In the fall of 1879, Master Michelson was 
transferred to the Nautical Almanac Office 
in Washington, D.C., in order to collaborate 
with Simon Newcomb in a Government-spon
sored determination of the velocity of light.SG 
In 1880, he took a leave of absence from 
the Navy and went to Europe for 2 years of 
graduate study in France and Germany.B7 
The big question at the time concerned the 
existence of an "ether drift." Michelson 
thought he could measure it by using an 
interference method, and having already as
certained a professorship at the newly formed 
Case Institute, resigned his commission on 
September 30, 1881.88 His transfer to Case 
Institute was reluctantly announced in the 
Army-Navy Register, in an article probably 
authored by Commander Sampson. It 
quoted, "Mr. Michelson is well known here 
personally, and made some stir several years 
ago by inventing a new system by which the 
velocity of light was determined." 89 

The rest of Michelson's story has been re
corded in numerous sources and will not be 
repeated here. However, it would be well to 
consider the many comments that were made 
about his character and personality after he 
left the Academy.9o 

AcllnJral Fiske, in 1919, said, "Michelson 
was a real genius. He was said to study less 
time than any other man in the class. His 
name will be remembered long after the 
names of many men who are eminent now 
have passed into oblivion." Fiske thought 
of him as a man of "brilliancy and origi
nality" rather than "in the intellectual 
class." 91 

of McDonough Hall. See appendix C. After 
discussing the accuracy of these determina
tions with Prof. Thompson, who is now re
tired and living in Annapolis, he offered to 
verify the work done 20 years ago in 
order that an accurate path be published. 
His results are included in appendix D. This 
determination takes into account informa
tion from the Michelson manuscript, but 
unfortunately, must remain a "most prob
able" path. It is unlikely that additional 
information which will fix the path pre
cisely will ever be found. 

88 William B. Plum, "The Michelson Mu
seum," American Journal of Physics (April 
1954),p. 180. . 

8' U.S. Navy records, copy contained in 
Professor Bolander letter dated Nov. 10, 1947 
(vertical file, U.S.N.A. Library). Hereafter 
cited as "Navy records." 

85 This manuscript was found in the Nau
tical Almanac Office, Washington, D.C., by 
Capt. P. V. Weems, U.S.N. (ret.). 

86 Smithson, p . 427. 
87 Navy records and Millikan, Memoir, p. 

135. 
88 Stevens, "letter," p. 4. SeeR. S. Shank

land, "Albert A. Michelson at Case,'' American 
Journal of Physics (November 1949), p. 488, 
and Henry G. Gale, "Michelson," Astro
physical Journal (July 1931), p. 3. Also see 
Navy records. 

so Quoted in Army-Navy Register, May 
27, 1882, p. 989. (Microfilm.) 

110 Millikan, Memoir, Jaffe and others. 
91 Fiske, p. 535. 

Moulton, a former student of Michelson's, 
said that he was "unhurried and unfretful," 
and "he never feared that science, the uni
versity, or mankind was at a critical turning 
point. Miche·lson was moved only by the 
esthetic enjoyment his work gave him." o2 

Lovering, another student, made special note 
of Michelson's "unflagging perseverance." oa 
Still another student told of his "magnificent 
exhibition of singleness of purpose." 94 · 

Millikan, an intimate associate of Michel
son at the University of Chicago and a Nobel 
Prize winner, said: 

"His moot outstanding characteristic was 
his extraordinary honesty, his abhorrence 
alike of careless, inexact, ambiguous state
ments. The writer played tennis with him 
for 25 years and watched him call balls. In 
doing so he was always just and correct, but 
never generous either to himself or his op
ponent. During his earlier years Michelson 
acquired the reputation of being somewhat 
unapproachable, difficult, dictatorial, even 
inconsiderate. He was an intense individual
ist, he knew what he wanted to do, he had 
confidence in his ability to do it, and he re
fused to let anything divert him from it, no 
matter what other interest had to be sacri
ficed or who stood in the way." 95 

Michelson was divorced from his fitst wife 
in 1897 after 20 years of marriage. Exact 
reasons for the divorce are unknown, but 
there is a strong possibility that she ag
gravated him by reminding him of her 
father's earlier financial backing, and that he 
became so involved in his scientific work 
that he neglected her.96 He was remarried 
in 1900 to Ed~a Stanton of Lake Forest, Ill., 
who was 18 years his junior. They had three 
daughters, and their marriage was "an al
together happy one." 07 

Michelson became one of the most hon
ored scientists in the United States. In 
addition to being the first American to re
ceive the Nobel Prize, he received 11 hon
orary degrees as well as the Rumford Medal, 
the Copley Medal, the Franklin Medal, and 
others.08 Einstein referred to him as "the 
master who had awakened in him the con
cept of the theory of relativity." oo The Op
tical Society of America held a special meet
ing in his honor at which his old colleague 
from Annapolis, Dr. C. E. Munroe, told a few 
stories of his midshipman days.1oo 

In 1924, Professor Michelson returned to 
his alma mater to address the first class. 
Admiral Wilson, the Superintendent, intro
duced him and added, "Who knows, but that 
if Albert Michelson had stayed in the Navy, 
he might have become an admiral." Michel
son began by saying, "Who knows, but that 
in my own field of endeavor, I am an ad
miral." 101 

The facts presented give only a faint image 
of this remarkable man. The teal Michel
son lies buried beneath withering memories 
and his own desire to be known only by his 
work. It is possible, however, to obtain a 
general feeling for his character and to de
tect in Michelson, the accomplished physi
cist, a manifestation of some of the trends 
developed during his years at Annapolis. 

o2 Forest R. Moulton, "Alb~rt .Abraham 
Michelson,'' Smithsonian Institute Annual 
Report, 1931 (1932), p. 580. 

93 J. Lovering, "Michelson's recent re
searches on light,'' Smithsonian Institute 
Annual Report, 1889 (1890), p. 499. 

11-1 Harvey B. Lemon, "Albert A. Michel
son,'' The American Physics Teacher (Febru
ary 1936), p. 2. 

95 Millikan, article, p. 18. 
96 Stevens, "letter," pp. 3-4. 
07 Millikan, article, p. 20. 
00 Smithson, p. 425. 
oo Times, p. 1. 
1oo H. G. Bontell, "The Michelson Meet

ing of the Optical Society of America," Sci
entific Monthly (December 1928), p. 569. 

101 Quoted in E. W. Thompson letter dated 
March 23, 1961. See copy in app. E. 

He entered the Academy better prepared 
than most, both academically and psycho
logically. His family background was credit
able; he had undergone rigorous schooling 
and had gained self-confidence and maturity. 

As a midshipman, he was introduced to a 
life of discipline and order while receiving a 
well-rounde4, high quality education. He 
grew accustomed to high standards of per
sonal integrity, though not in a religious en
vironment, and learned to get along with 
others in close confinement. He developed 
his skills as an artist and a musician, and 
learned to fence, box, and play tennis. He 
continued to specialize, ignoring the subjects 
that bored him and putting more effort into 
those he liked. This was especially true his 
last year. He did not seem to care about · 
standing high in the class or receiving 
honors. 

As an officer, Michelson began to show 
those traits which made him great. He re
fused to let himself become diverted from his 
goal with a stubborness which sometimes 
even entered in his personal life. He was 
devoted to the Navy, but was plagued by 
strong scientific aspirations. He demon
strated an unusual degree of tenacity, a 
firmness of purpose, a calling to perfection 
that made his scant training in the subject 

·immaterial. But most important, he proved 
conclusively that, whether the problem be in 
optics or naval gunnery, a solution can best 
be attained by a complete, unrestrained, and 
unrelenting devotion to the problem. ... 

BIBLIOGRAPHIC ESSAY 

This subject was initially brought to my 
attention by conversation circulating 
through the Brigade about the new science 
building and the search that was underway 
for Michelson's original instruments. After 
reading Professor Smithson's article, 
"Michelson at Annapolis," American Journal 
of Physics (October 1950), pages 425-427, it 
was realized that the amount of information 
known is alarmingly minute. Professor 
Smithson has consolidated and verified 
much of the information to date and has 
corrected the erroneous story of Newcomb's 
association with the Academy. Another ar
ticle, written by Dr. William H. Crew, "The 
Researches of Professor Albert A. Michelson," 
U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings (January 
1930)' pages 38-41, gives a good resume of his 
work after he left the Academy, but contains 
only a few paragraphs about his life at An
napolis. Prof. · E. W. Thompson, "The 
Velocity of Light,'' U.S. Naval Institute Pro
ceedings (January 1930), pages 42-48, ex
plains the determinations made previous to 
Michelson's and contains a scientific ex
planation of Michelson's innovation. This 
article concludes with an excellent bibliog
raphy. 

The main source for data on Michelson's 
pre-Annapolis days came from lengthy ar
ticles by Robert A. Millikan, a good friend of 
Michelson at the University of Chicago and 
a former student. "Biographical Memoir of 
Albert Abraham Michelson,'' National Acad
emy of Sciences. Biographical Memoirs 
(Fourth Memoir, 1938), volume XIX, pages 
121-146, was the most complete and reliable 
source found. Information obtained other 
than first hand is noted as such, and there 
is no attempt to give Michelson unwar
ranted praise. "Albert A. Michelson,'' Sci
entific Monthly (January 1939), written a 
few years later, presents Millikan's personal 
evaluation of his character and personality. 

Detailed information pertaining to Michel
son's appointment, as well as facts about his 
midshipman days was found in N. M. Clark's, 
"Michelson Holds the Stop-Watch on a Ray 
of Light," American magazine (January 1926, 
pp. 24-25, p. 154). This was an interview 
with Michelson in 1926, the only personal ac
count by Michelson himself that was found. 
Although Clark makes many statements 
which give away his lack of background in 
the subject and a desire to produce a "scoop" 
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story, the quotations appear quite accurate 
and were used freely in this paper. 

Two biographies have recently been pub
lished, but only that written by Bernard 
Jaffe, "Michelson and the Speed of Light" 
(New York: Doubleday & Co,, 1960), was 
considered worthy of citation. Jaffe has done 
a considerable amount of research, especially 
on Michelson while he was living in Virginia 
City and on the story of his appointment. 
His information on Michelson as a midship
man, however, is practically nil. A good deal 
of stress is placed on the scientific aspect of 
his life. 

The other biography, John H. Wilson, "Al
bert A. Michelson, America's First Nobel 
Prize Physicist" (New York: Messner, Inc., 
1958), is a series of fabrications and half
truths and cannot rightly be classified as a 
biography. Its bibliography does not even 
come close to substantiating the facts pre
sented, and such a large number of false
hoods have been noted that it would be im
practical to list them all here. His stress on 
anti-Semitism is not well founded, the names 
of the midshipmen who helped Michelson set 
up his original experiment are fictitious, and 
his implication that Fiske was not very bright 
is incorrect. These are just a few of the 
reasons why librarians would be justified in 
reclassifying this book as fiction. 

Information on Michelson's midshipman 
career is quite rare, and there is ample room 
for additional research in this area. "The 
U.S. Naval Academy Register, 1869-77" 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 
1877), provided data on Michelson's grades, 
cruises, and faculty membership. The rec
ord of his entrance examination, "Oral Pre
liminary Examination, 1869," and his weekly 
grades in mathematics, "Monthly Summary 
of Math Grades,'' were found among old rec
ords in the mathematics department. The 
only formal record kept by the Superintend
ent's office is the "U.S. Naval Academy Roll 
Book, 1869" (microfilm), which contains a 
single line entry of his admission. A detailed 
account of Michelson's appointment was 
found in the files of the Naval Academy Mu
seum in Harvey B. Lemon, "Albert Abraham 
Michelson: The man and the man of sci
ence" (a paper read before the Chicago Liter
ary Club, November 30, 1931). The story of 
his fight with Fiske was found in Bradley A. 
Fiske, "From Midshipman to Rear Admiral" 
(New York: Century Co., 1919). Michelson 
apparently never spoke about this incident, 
for it was not mentioned by either Millikan 
or Clark, and all other accounts use Fiske as 
a source. 

A good insight into Michelson's life at the 
Academy was gained from a study of the 
Naval Academy in that period. Sources used 
were: 

Park Benjamin, "The United States Naval 
Academy" (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 
1900). 

John C. Cirne, "United States Naval Acad
emy, the First Hundred Years" (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1945) . 

James R. Soley, "Historical Sketch of the 
United States Naval Academy" (Washing
ton: Government Printing Office, 1876). 

Information on Michelson's years as an in
structor of physics and chemistry was found 
with less difficulty. The data of his duty sta
tions and of his promotions were taken 
from a copy of U.S. Navy records, contained 
1n Prof. Louis Bolander's letter dated No
vember 10, 1947 (vertical file, USNA library). 
Additional information was obtained from 
Michelson's daughter, Dorothy Michelson 
Stevens, letter dated January 30, 1964 (app. 
B). Details of his experiments were obtained 
from Michelson himself in the following 
papers: 

A. A. Michelson, "On a Method of Measur
ing the Velocity of Light,'' American Journal 
of Science (1878), pp. 394-395. 

A. A. Michelson, "Experimental Deter
mlnSition of the Velocity of Light" ( 1879 

work), a private reproduction of the original 
manuscript in the Smithsonian Institution. 

A. A. Michelson, "Experimental Deter
mination of the Velocity of Light" ( 1878 
work), Proceedings of the American Associa
tion for the Advancement of Science (Au
gust 1878), pp. 71-77. 

Michelson's transfer to Case was described 
in R. S. Shankland, "Albert A. Michelson 
at Case,'' American Journal of Physics (No
vember 1949), pp. 487-489, and noted in 
Army-Navy Register, May 27 1882, p. 989. 
The location of the light path was found in 
E. W. Thompson, letter dated February 10, 
1942 (USNA library, vertical file), and the 
later revisions in E. W. Thompson, letter 
dated February 7, 1964 (appendix D). Maps 
of the Naval Academy and information about 
the location of buildings, seawall, etc., were 
found in "USNA Map No. 701" (USNA 
library); P. H. Magruder, "The Naval Acad
emy in Bygone Days and Today,'' U.S. Naval 
Institution Proceedings (May 1932), pp. 673-
684; and in Charles Lee Lewis, "Description 
of the United States Naval Academy," U.S. 
Naval Institute Proceedings (October 1935), 
p. 1442. A list of equipment used by 
Michelson and on display in the Michelson 
Museum was found in Will1am B. Plum, "The 
Michelson Museum." American Journal of 
Physics (April 1954), pp. 177-181. 

The following list of articles was used 
primarily as sources of comments on Michel
son's personality and character: 

F. E. Beach, "Albert A. Michelson," 
American Journal of Science (August 1931), 
p. 97. 

H. G. Bontell, "The Michelson Meeting of 
the Qptical Society of America," Scientific 
Monthly (December, 1928), pp. 567-574. 

Henry G. Gale, "Michelson,'' Astrophysical 
Journal (July 1931), pp. 1-9. 

Harvey B. Lemon, "Albert A. Michelson," 
The American Physics Teacher (February 
1936). pp. 1-11. 

J. Lovering, "Michelson's Recent Re
searches on Light," Smithsonian Institution 
Annual Report, 1889 (1889), pp. 449-468. 

Forest R. Moulton, "Albert Abraham 
Michelson," Smithsonian Institution An
nual Report, 1931 (1932), pp. 579-582. 

APPENDIX A 

Standing at end of year 

Subject 
4th 3d 2d 1st 

class class class class 
----------J--1------
1. Optics and acoustics _____ ------ ------------ 1 
2. Drawing_ ________________ 1 4 1 _____ _ 
3. Heat and climatology____ ______ ______ ___ ___ 2 
4. Dynamics_______ __ ___ ____ ______ ______ 2 ______ . 

5. Statics_------------------ ------ ------ 3 ------
6. Naval tactics _____________ ------ ------ 4 _____ _ 
7. Steam engineering ________ ------ _____ _ ______ 4 
8. Mathematics_____________ 2 4 ___________ _ 
9. Chemistry_-------------- ______ 3 ___________ _ 

10. Fencing__________________ 20 2 3 4 
11. French___________________ 3 6 4 _____ _ 
12. Spanish__________________ ______ 15 ______ 5 
13. Grammar________________ 6 ------ ___________ _ 
14. Navigation and survey-

ing _____________________ ------ ------ ------
15. Astronomy-------------- - ------ ______ 8 _____ _ 
16. Electricity_-------------- ------ ______ 8 _____ _ 
17. Infantry tactics_ __ ____________ _ ___ __ _ 10 _____ _ 
18. Gunnery___ ____________________ 10 9 17 
19. Rhetoric_____________ ____ ______ 15 ___ ____ ____ _ 
20. Shipbuilding_. ___________ ------------ 17 ------
21. Geography--------- ---- -- 20 ____________ ------
22. Seamanship ______________ ------ 8 26 25 
23. Practical experiences in 

seamanship ____________ ------ ______ 20 25 
24. International law ___ _____ ____________ ------ 21 
25. History and composition_ ______ 34 ----- - ------

~U:~~o~i demerits~~======= 1~~ --21ii- --192- ---129 
Standing in conduct_-------- 39 33 28 21 
Number of midshipmen in 

class___ _______ _______ ______ 87 45 29 29 
Overall class standing________ 7 6 6 9 

APPENDIX E 
MARCH 23, 1961. 

Mrs. Wn.LIAM DixoN STEVENs, 
New York, N.Y. 

MY DEAR MRS. STEVENS: The flle on your 
father, A. A. Michelson, at the Naval Academy 
is far from complete, but I did develop the 
following: 

Comdr. Wilbur R. VanAuken, head of the 
department of ordnance and gunnery wrote 
in February 1924 asking your father to speak 
to the midshipmen o.f the first cl'8.SS ( 1924) . 
This letter may have been for the Superin
tendent's signature. The lecture was given 
in Sampson Hall, the physics-electrical 
engineering lecture hall, some time in March 
1924. The Superintendent was Rear Adm. 
Henry B. Wilson (don't quote me but he was 
somewhat pompous). Also present was the 
head of department of electrical engineering 
and physics, Oapt. George F. (Greasy) Neal 
(who was my boss). I also remember several 
ladles (one of whom was probably you at 
17) who had evidently come from a dinner 
party. Admiral Wilson, in introducing your 
father, ended by saying: "Who knows but 
that, if Albert Michelson had stayed in the 
Navy, he might have been an admiral." Your 
father, after the applause when he arose, 
started by saying: "Who knows, but that in 
my own field of endeavor, I am an admiral." 
I was in the front row, and remember that I 
laughed, but was probably the only one in 
the whole place who did laugh. I'm sure 
that the Navy has developed a better sense of 
humor in the last 37 years. There is also a 
record of your father's expense account, and a 
letter from him thanking the Superintendent 
for sending a check tor $200. There is an
other version of the above on page 48 of the 
Naval Institute Proceedings, January 1930, at 
the end of my article on the velocity of light. 

It was certainly a pleasure showing you 
around the Naval Academy. May I wish for 
you a most interesting biography of your 
father, who truly was a remarkable man, even 
though he didn't get to be an admiral. 

Sincerely, 
EARL W. THOMSON. 

EIGHTEENTH ANNIVERSARY OF 
THE ITALIAN REPUBLIC 

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. RoDINO] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, surely 

one of the greatest sources of the 
strength of this country is to be found in 
the diversity of the groups which make 
up the American Nation. America is a 
nation of immigrants, immigrants from 
many lands who have come to these 
shores seeking freedom, opportunity, 
and a new life. Each group has brought 
to this country its traditions, its culture, 
its own particular genius, and these in 
turn have become part of the American 
heritage. Diversity marks the various 
contributions to this heritage; unity has 
been the outgrowth of a shared experi
ence, of shared values. The American 
Nation today stands as eloquent proof 
that there is no inherent contradiction 
between unity and diversity. A new ar
rival in this country need not wipe out 
memories of his country or origin when 
he assumes the privileges and obligations 
of American citizenship. For he knows 
on the basis of the experience of millions 
who have preceded him that an attach-



1964 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 12485 
ment to and interest in his country of 
origin are not incompatible with a fierce 
loyalty to the country to whose destiny 
his is now indissolubly joined. Indeed, a 
consciousness of national origins on the 
part of American citizens furthers the 
friendly relations and confirms the mu
tual interests existing between the 
United States and countries or peoples 
spread throughout the world. 

Today, therefore, I feel no hesitation 
in referring with pride to my heritage 
as an Italian-American, and to my activ
ities on behalf of friendly ties between 
the United States and Italy. I am sure 
that I speak for all Americans when I 
express my great admiration for the ac
complishments of the Italian people since 
World War II, when I express my ap
preciation for their steadfast loyalty to 
the cause of Western nations, and when 
I salute them on this, the· 18th anniver
sary of the Italian Republic, June 2, 1964. 
June 2, 1946, is the day on which the 
Italians held their first elections follow
ing World War II; it is the day on which 
they chose to become a republic; it is the 
day on which they took their first formal 
step following an unhappy interlude to
ward becoming the strong, progressive, 
and democratic nation we know today. 

I am proud to be able to mention at 
least two occasions on which I have taken 
part in the postwar history of the Re
public of Italy. Only 3 short years ago 
in 1961, I had the honor of being a mem
ber of the President's delegation to the 
celebration of the 100th anniversary of 
Italian unification. It is in 1861 that 
the history of modern Italy began. ~Fol
lowing long years of struggle and the un
relenting efforts of Cavour, Mazzini, and 
Garibaldi, the Italian people found unity 
under the House of Savoy. Stability, 
economic development, and democracy 
were slower in coming, however. The 
Fascist dictatorship of Mussolini inter
rupted progress toward these goals and 
opened an era of shame and suffering for 
the Italian people. The overthrow of 
Mussolini and liberation by the Allies 
brought an end to this era in 1943. Ital
ians could look to the future with hope; 
they could once more set their sights on 
goals that they had long cherished. 
There were clouds on the horizon, how
ever. The Communists hoped to profit by 
the widespread misery and economic dis
location proceeding from the war in order 
to establish a Communist dictatorship in 
the heart of Western Europe. 

The Communists did not succeed in 
this endeavor; they cannot succeed to
day. It gives me great satisfaction to be 
able to say that when the Communist 
danger was at its height, during the elec
tions of 1948, I was able to play a small, 
yet I believe significant role in stem
ming the Communist tide. During that 
year I traveled about this country urging 
fellow Italian-Americans to write letters 
to their friends and relatives in Italy 
pointing to the menace that hung over 
their land and to a future that would be 
determined by their vote. Thousands of 
letters were sent; the Communists were 
defeated in the elections; Italians could 
turn their attention to rebuilding their 
country and to consolidating their 
democracy. 

Today Italy is transformed, and the 
progress achieved by this country is 
widely referred to as the Italian miracle. 
But Italians dislike this phrase and it is 
easy to understand why. They, better 
than anyone else, are in a position to 
know that their achievements are not 
the result of miracles but rather the 
product of hard work, determination, and 
sacrifice. They also know that they can
not rest today, that much remains to be 
done. Just as they were not content 
merely to reestablish prewar levels of in
dustrial production and the prewar 
standard of living today, their recent ac
complishments goad them on to further 
progress. 

Italy is a country where unemployment 
has been traditionally high. Today, un
employment levels are far below those 
prevailing in the United States. It has 
always been thought that Italy would 
have the greatest difficulty in developing 
a modern, competitive industrial estab
lishment because she lacked essential 
basic resources. But with the maximum 
exploitation of hydroelectric power, the 
discovery of large natural gas deposits 
and sustained efforts to import raw ma
terials at the cheapest rates possible, 
Italy has succeeded in building a modern 
industry which matches any in Western 
Europe. Italian knits and textiles are 
famed all over the world; Italian cars 
and refrigerators flood the markets of 
Western Europe. The Italian rate of 
growth has been second only to that of 
West Germany in postwar Europe; until 
only very recently, Italy was able to boast 
of a surplus in foreign exchange and a 
favorable balance of trade. 

It is in northern Italy that the signs 
of progress are most striking. But the 
south-the Mezzogiorno-has not been 
neglected. The Italian Government is 
making determined efforts to spur the de
velopment of this region. Both Italian 
and foreign industry have been encour
aged through various devices to establish 
new plants in the south. Roads and 
technical schools have been built; the 
system of land tenure has been reformed; 
agricultural methods are being improved. 
Many of these projects have been fi
nanced by a special fund set aside for the 
development of the south. For Italians 
are determined to make the south share 
the prosperity of the north and thus to 
bring about the true unification of Italy. 
At the same time, they believe that they 
can show the underdeveloped nations of 
the world that reform and economic 
progress can be initiated by democratic 
regimes and carried out by democratic 
methods. 

For Italians, material progress with
out a flowering of the arts would be in
conceivable. Distinction in design has 
been a hallmark of Italian products. 
Italian fashion designers now rival their 
long-established Parisian competitors. 
The creations of Italian architects have 
graced urban expansion. Italian films 
are renowned throughout the world. 

In foreign affairs, the Italian Republic 
has also pursued a successful course. The 
Italians have been among the foremost 
proponents of European unity. Alcide 
de Gas peri, along with Robert Schumann 
and Konrad Adenauer, is regarded as one 

of the founding fathers of the Europe of 
the six. Even before Italy joined the 
European Coal and Steel Community in 
1950, she had participated in the work 
of the Organization for European Eco
nomic Cooperation, and in 1949 had be
come a member of NATO. Today, Italy 
is also a member of Euratom and the 
European Economic Community. Her 
members of Parliament sit beside those 
from other Western nations in the Coun
cil of Europe, and in the meetings of the 
Western European Union and NATO par
liamentarians. Despite the economic 
pressures of these past years, Italians 
have made a substantial contribution to 
the defense forces of NATO. Seven divi
sions and several brigades are assigned 
to NATO, and Italian air squadrons par
ticipate in the 5th Allied Tactical Air 
Force. In contrast to the attitude adopt
ed by General de Gaulle, the Italians 
have shown themselves to be firm par
tisans of an integration of forces 
within the Atlantic Community and of 
political integration for the Europe of 
the six. In short, Italy in the postwar 
years, has proved to be a steadfast ally 
and a stanch friend of this country and 
of others who have joined their efforts 
to preserve a civilization with many roots 
in Italian history. 

It is with pleasure and pride that on 
this, the 18th anniversary of the Italian 
Republic, I remind my fellow Americans 
of the contributions made by Italy and 
Italians to our common heritage and 
salute the vigor and accomplishments of 
Italy today. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. KYL <at the request of Mr. HAL

LECK), for June 2, 3, and 4, on account 
of official business as representative of 
House Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, Subcommittee on Terri
tories and Insular Affairs, at the United 
Nations session of the Trusteeship 
Council. 

Mr. KING of New York <at the request 
of Mr. HALLECK), for today and tomor
row, on account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. SIKES, for 30 minutes, today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. FEIGHAN, for 15 minutes, today; 
and to revise and extend his remarks. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, for 1 hour, on 
Wednesday, June 3, 1964. 

Mr. TAFT, for 1 hour, on Wednesday, 
June 3, 1964. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. LINDSAY and to include extraneous 
matter. 
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(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. BEERMANN) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. YOUNGER. 
Mr. BATES. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FuQuA) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. CooLEY. 
Mr. EVINS. 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. 
Mr. BOLAND. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1004. An act to authorize appointment 
of the Director and Deputy Director of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey from civilian life, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Merchant Mar ine and Fisheries. 

S. 1875. An act for the relief of Thomas 
M. Talley; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

S. 2288. An act for the relief of John J. 
Feeney; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 1727. An act for the relief of Richard 
G. Green, Jr.; 

H.R. 5305. An act for the relief of Dr. 
Ernest P. Imle; 

H.R. 5571. An aot for the relief of Noble 
Frank Smith and his wife, Viola Smith; 

H.R. 6876. An act for the relief of Capt. 
Wilfrid E. Gelinas, U.S. Air Force; 

H.R. 7757. An act for the relief of Jesse I. 
Ellington; 

H.R. 8222. An act for the relief of Edward 
J. Maurus; 

H.R. 8348. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Faye E. Russell Lopez; 

H.R. 8532. An act for the relief of Ivan 
D. Beran; 

H.R. 8828. An act for the relief of John T. 
Cox; 

H.R. 8936. An act for the relief of Leonard 
M. Dalton; 

H.R. 9475. An act for the relief of Miss 
Grace Smith, and others; 

H.R. 10078. An act for the relief of Ph1lip 
N. Sheperdson; and 

H.R. 10774. An act to authorize the dis
posal, without regard to the prescribed 6-
month waiting pe·riod, of cadmium from the 
national stockpile and the supplemental 
stockpile. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 3 o'clock and 2 minutes p.m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, June 3, 1964, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2136. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States; transmitting a 

report on a review of uneconomical practices 
relating to brand name procurements, Fed
eral Supply Services, General Services Ad
ministration; to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

2137. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port relating to an illegal award of an adver
tised construction contract and excessive 
costs for contract modifications, Depart
ments of the Army an d Air Force; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

2138. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on a review of delinquent accounts re
ceivable due the Panama Canal Company 
and the Canal Zone Government by the Re
public of P anama at November 30, 1963; to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

2139. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report relating to unnecessary costs to the 
Government for unreasonable delay by Col
lins Radio Co., Cedar Rapids, Iowa, in re
leasing special tooling, Department of the 
Army; to the Committee on Government Op
erations. 

2140. A letter from the Administrator, Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration, 
transmitting a report to the Committee on 
Science and Astronautics of the House of 
Representatives pursuant to section 3 of the 
.National Aeronautics and Space Administra
t ion Authorization Act, 1964 (77 Stat. 141, 
143); to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

2141. A letter from the Administrator, Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, transmitting a report to the Commit
tee on Science and Astronautics of the House 
of Representatives pursuant to section 3 of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration Authorization Act, 1964 (77 Stat. 
141, 143); to the Committee on Science and 
Astronautics. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 648. Res
olution authorizing the employment of ad
ditional personnel on the Capitol Police 
force by the Sergeant at Arms; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 1444). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 653. Res
olution to provide funds for the Committee 
on the Judiciary under Public Law 86-272; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 1445). Ordered 
to be printed. 

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 658. Res
olution to provide funds for the further ex
penses of the studies, investigations, and 
inquiries authorized by House Resolution 
143 of the 88th Congress; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1446). Ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad
ministration. House Resolution 735. Res
olution to provide additional funds for the 
expenses of the studies, investigations, and 
inquiries authorized by House Resolution 
153; without amendment (Rept. No. 1447). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. Senate Concurrent Resolution 73. 
Concurrent resolution authorizing the print
ing of additional copies of part 2 and part 3 
of the 1964 hearings of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy on Atomic Energy Com
mission authorizing legislation, fiscal year 
1965; without amendment (Rept. No. 1448). 
Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: Joint 
Committee on the Disposition of Executive 
Papers. House Report No. 1449. Report on 
the disposition of certain papers of sundry 
executive departments. Ordered to be 
printed. 

REPORTS 
PRIVATE 
TIONS 

OF COMMITTEES ON 
BILLS AND RESOLU-

Under clause 2 of rule XITI, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. LffiONATI: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 4967. A bill for the relief of 
Mrs. Marie Rose Calandro; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 1450). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SHRIVER: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 5407. A bill for the relief of 
Mary Horalek, Blue Rapids, Kans.; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1451). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H.R. 6882. A bill for the relief 
of the Maloney Bros. Nursery Co., Inc.; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1452). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. DONOHUE: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H.R. 8286. A bHl for the relief of 
Capt. Leslie B. Shanoff; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1453). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. KING of New York: Committee on the 
Judiciary. H.R. 9372. A bill to remove a 
cloud on the title of certain property owned 
by Wilmer Allers and Jane B. Allers, both of 
Malin, Oreg; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1454). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BARING: 
H.R. 11457. A bill to amend the act re

lating to the multiple use of the surface of 
the same tracts of the public lands in order 
to provide that certain varieties of sand and 
gravel shall be considered as valuable mineral 
deposits under the mining laws of the United 
States; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 11458. A bill to amend title XI of 

the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 so as to 
prohibit the sale by coin-operated machines 
of insurance policies covering loss of life or 
personal injury suffered in aircraft accidents 
by airline passengers; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mrs. DWYER: 
H.R.11459. A bill to amend the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. JENSEN: 
H .R. 11460. A bill tQ prohibit the sale by 

the Postmaster General of stamped envelopes 
containing lithographing, engraving, print
ing, or advertising; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of Texas: 
H.R. 11461. A bill to provide for the desig

nation of certain Veterans' Administration 
facilities; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HARSHA: 
H.R. 11462. A .bill to amend title n of the 

Social Security Act to increase the amount 
of outside earnings permitted each year with
out deductions from benefits thereunder; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 11463. A b111 to amend title n of the 
Social Security Act to provide a 10-percent 
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across-the-board increase in benefits there
under ; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R.11464. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Marketing Agreement Aot of 1937 to 
permit marketing orders applicable to Tokay 
grapes to provide for paid advertising; to 
the Oommittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: 
H.R. 11465. A bill to authortze the Secre

tary of the Interior to convey certain land to 
the city of Anchorage, Alaska; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. WILLIS: 
H.R. 11466. A bill to enact subtitle II, 

"Other Commercial Transactions," of title 
28, "Commercial Instruments and Transac
tions," of the District of Columbia Code, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia: 
H.J. Res. 1040. Joint resolution authorizing 

and directing the National Institutes of 
Health to undertake a fair, impartial, and 
controlled test of Krebiozen; and directing 
the Food and Drug Administration to with
hold action on any new drug application 
before it on Krebiozen until the completion 
of such test; and authorizing to be appropri
ated to the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare the sum of $250,000; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. RAINS: 
H.J. Res. 1041. Joint resolution temporarily 

extending the program of insured rental 
housing loans for the elde,rly in rural areas 
under title V of the Housing Act of 1949; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: 
H . Con. Res. 310. Concurrent resolution 

urging the President of the United States to 
oaJ.l attention to the denial of the rights of 
self-determination for the peoples of the 
Baltic States and to bring the force of world 
opinion to bear on behalf of the restoration 
of these rights to the Baltic peoples; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H. Con. Res. 311. Concurrent resolution au

thorizing and requesting the President to 
take such steps as may be necessary to have 
placed on the agenda of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations at the next regular 
session, the issue of self-determination for 
all nations enslaved by Communist imperial
ism; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ADAm: 
H.R. 11467. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Norma Y. Teixeira, her husband, and their 
minor unmarried children, and Mrs. Greta 
Teixeira, her husband, and their minor 
unmarried children; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ASHMORE: 
H.R. 11468. A bill for the relief of Col. Wil

liam W. Thomas and Lt. Col. Norman R. 
Snyder, U.S. Alr Force; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11469. A b111 for the relief of Chief 
M. Sgt. Robert J. Becker, U.S. Air Force; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARMATZ: 
H.R. 11470. A bill for the relief of Sesin

ando S. Calalang; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEGGETT: 
H.R.11471. A bill for the relief of Rocco 

Messina; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 11472. A bill for the relief of Rudolf 

Kalin; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LINDSAY: 

H.R. 11473. A bill for the relief of Man
mahan B. Samant; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H.R. 11474. A bill for the relief of Judith 

Harari-Raful; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. REUSS: 
H.R. 11475. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Varsha H. Patel; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TOLL: 
H.R. 11476. A bill for the relief of Edward 

Martella; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
913. The SPEAKER presented a petition 

of Henry Stoner, Avon Park, Fla., relative to 
properly applying the Constitution of the 
United States expeditiously with an enforce
ment law relating to calling for a special 
election within 3 months after the death 
of an incumbent within the 50 States for 
the filling of a vacancy in the Congress, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
Food Marketing Study Essential to Con

sumer, Farmer, Food Industry 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HAROLD D. COOLEY 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the con
sumers of America enjoy the benefits of 
the most efficient food distribution sys
tem in the world, but this distribution 
system still is too costly and there is an 
urgent need for study and appraisal of 
the dramatic changes taking place in the 
marketing structure of the food industry. 

Our farmers have blessed America with 
the greatest abundance of food at the 
lowest cost in terms of individual income 
ever enjoyed by any people in any nation 
in all history; yet our farm people are 
woefully underpaid in relation to those 
in other occupations who contribute to 
the extraordinary achievements of our 
free enterprise economy. 

Mr. Speaker, these facts are of imme
diate concern to the American people as 
a whole, and they deserve the special at
tention and consideration of the Con
gress. 

This is the purpose of House Joint 
Resolution 977, which comes tomorrow 
into the House for debate and action. 

House Joint Resolution 977 proposes 
to establish a bipartisan 15-member Na
tional Commission on Food Marketing to 

study the food industry from the farm 
to the consumer. 

The other body has approved a similar 
resolution unanimously. 

Mr. Speaker, the pressing need for this 
inquiry is established by a special study 
conducted, at my direction, by the staff 
of the House Committee on Agriculture. 
From this study the staff report con
cluded: 

First. There is an ever-widening spread 
between the price the farmer receives 
and what the consumer pays, for food. 

Second. Due to the efficiency of our 
farmers, and notwithstanding the in
creased costs of processing and market
ing, food now is cheaper in relation to 
the wages received by Americans than in 
any prior period of our history or in any 
other country in the world. 

Third. The farmer is the least bene
fited of all our people by the wealth of 
abundance he has created. 

Farmers delivered 40 percent more 
food into markets last year than they did 
annually in the 1947-49 period. Amer
icans paid at retail $67. billion for the 
farm-produced food they consumed in 
1963-$26.2 billion or 64 percent more 
than their average food bill in 1947-49. 
Of this $26.2 billion increase in the retail 
costs, $23.2 billion, or 88.5 percent, went 
to processors and marketing agencies
the middlemen-while only $3 billion 
trickled back to farmers in payment for 
their 40 percent greater volume of mar
ketings. 

Only 37 cents of each $1 a consumer 
spends for food goes to the farmer. As 

late as 1948 the farmer received 51 cents 
of each food dollar. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, the food in
dustry-labor, management, and inves
tors-can claim very substantial increas
es in efficiency in recent years. Certain
ly, great changes have taken place in the 
food industry generally. 

And, certainly, the overall cost of food 
to consumers in relation to their earn
ings continues to decline. In 1963 food 
costs represented only 18.8 percent of 
the average family's income, after taxes, 
while as recently as 1950 food costs rep
resented 22.8 percent of consumer in
come. In contrast, consumers in the 
United Kingdom spend 30 percent of 
their income for food; in Russia, 53 per
cent; France, 30.6 percent; Japan, about 
45 percent; and in lesser developed na
tions the percentage is considerably 
higher. 

Of course the consumer food bargains 
in the United States are related pri
marily to the exploding efficiency in ag
riculture and the decline in prices farm
ers receive. One American farmworker 
feeds thirty-one persons, while in Europe 
one worker produces enough for ten per
sons and in Russia, under a collectivist 
system, for only four to five persons. 

Before a hungry world, our agriculture 
is America's greatest success story. But 
our farmers, who wrote this success story, 
have not done so well themselves, where 
their own incomes are concerned. In 
the 10 years 1953 to 1962 inclusive, while 
all other major segments of the economy 
boomed, the net income of agriculture 
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was $25 billion less than in the previous 
10 years, 1943 to 1952 inclusive. 

Mr. Speaker, these facts and more, 
were presented by the staff study of the 
Committee on Agriculture, and are em
braced in the staff report "Food Costs
Farm Prices." The interest of the public 
in this study has been demonstrated by 
the flood of requests we have had for 
copies of this report. We printed 7,000 
copies. The supply now is almost ex
hausted, but we plan a new printing. 

The committee's staff study did not at
tempt to explore all the facets, changes 
and new trends of the food marketing 
system, and the probable effects upon 
consumers and upon farmers. It did, 
however, develop information pointing 
directly to the need for a depth study of 
these facets, changes, and trends. 

House Joint Resolution 977 establishes 
a national commission to undertake this 
important work. The Commission, bi
partisan in nature, would be composed 
of five members of the House appointed 
by the Speaker, five members of the Sen
ate appointed by the President of the 
Senate, and five members named by the 
President of the United States. The res
olution directs the Commission to study 
and appraise the marketing structure of 
the food industry, including the follow
ing: 

First. The actual changes, principally 
in the past two decades, in the various 
segments of the food industry. 

Second. The changes likely to materi
alize if present trends continue. 

Third. The kind of food industry that 
would assure efficiency of production, 
assembly, processing, and distribution, 
provide appropriate services to consum
ers, and yet maintain acceptable com
petitive alternatives of procurement and 
sale in all segments of the industry from 
producer to consumer. 

Fourth. The changes in statutes or 
public policy, the organization of farm
ing and of food assembly, processing, and 
distribution, and the interrelationships 
between segments of the food industry 
which would be appropriate to achieve a 
desired distribution of power as well as 
desired levels of efficiency. 

Fifth. The effectiveness of the services 
and regulatory activities of the Federal 
Government in terms of present and 
probable developments in the industry. 

As you will note from the committee 
report, our committee amended the res
olution to speed the work of the Com
mission by requiring that its study be 
completed and its report filed by July 1, 
1965, instead of July 1, 1966. The com
mittee reduced the authorized expendi
tures of the Commission from $2,500,000 
to $1,500,000 to conform with the new 
time schedule for the Commission's 
work. 

The committee also adopted amend
ments requiring that at least three mem
bers of the Commission be present to 
conduct hearings and that subpenas 
could be issued only by a majority vote 
of the Commission. 

Mr. Speaker, the National Commission 
on Food Marketing, which has been pro
posed by President Johnson to study and 
appraise changes in the marketing struc
ture of the food industry, is of vital con-

cern to every citizen of the United States. 
President Johnson has said: 

The growth and stability of our entire 
economy depends, to a large extent, upon the 
food industry. * * *We do not know enough 
about the new character of the indus
try. * * * The Commission would gather the 
necessary information and report to the Con
gress, the President, and the public. 

The food industry of the United States 
accounts for annual retail sales of about 
$70 billion and provides employment for 
about 11 million wage earners. It is our 
most basic industry which directly 
touches the life of every American every 
day. 

Changes in the food industry in the 
past two decades have been dramatic and 
far reaching. Business relationships 
among producers, assemblers, processors, 
wholesalers, jobbers, retailers, and other 
traditional types of marketing firms have 
been altered, and in many cases these 
traditional functionaries have lost their 
separate identities. Through a process 
of growth, specialization, merger, hori
zontal and vertical integration and var
ious forms of contractual arrangements, 
food marketing has evolved into a sys
tem of interrelated and highly coordi
nated business operations. 

The changes of the past two decades 
have brought great advances in physical 
efficiency and service to consumers. 
They also have resulted in significant 
concentrations of market power and have 
altered the relationships among various 
groups in the food industry. Some have 
gained; others have lost during this pe
riod of rapid change. 

We urgently need an assessment of the 
benefits and the costs of the changes 
which have been taking place. We need 
an evaluation of the road we have been 
traveling and the direction we believe the 
food industry of the United States should 
take for the future. This will require the 
best talents we can muster. 

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that 
House Joint Resolution 977 and the work 
of this Commission will have the over
whelming support of the Members of this 
House. 

Joseph McCaffrey's 20 Years of 
Washington Reporting 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL G. ROGERS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, next Saturday marks the 20th anni
versary of Washington reporting and 
news analysis by Joseph McCaffrey. 
This distinguished newsman and com
mentator got his first such assignment 
on June 6,1944, the day of the Normandy 
invasion. 

Since that time Joseph McCaffrey has 
distinguished himself and the news media 
he has served by reporting government
related events and developments with 
clarity and accuracy. His reputation has 
earned him a valuable position in the 

Nation's Capital, and many Members of 
Congress as well as other government 
officials and interested private citizens 
rely upon his reporting. 

Joseph McCaffrey is to be commended 
for his high sense of ethics and impartial 
presentation of the news. His efforts are 
appreciated by not only those whose ac
tions he reports, but those dependent 
upon honest appraisal of the Nation's 
affairs. 

President Johnson Honors Small Business
man of the Year 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOE L. EVINS 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Speaker, on May 26, 
1964, I was privileged to attend a meet
ing at the White House, at which time 
President Johnson presented the a ward 
to the small businessman of the year, 
Mr. Berkley W. Bedell, of Spirit Lake, 
Iowa. 

In making the presentation the Presi
dent paid tribute to all small business
men of the Nation and pointed out the 
strong role which they play in our na
tional economy. He also announced the 
beginning of a liberalized nationwide 
lending program by the Small Business 
Administration geared to the needs of 
very small businesses. 

It is felt that my colleagues will be 
interested in the President's statement 
in this regard. 

Mr. Speaker, the President's remarks 
at the presentation of the award to the 
small businessman of the year, follow: 
THE WHITE HOUSE REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT 

ON THE OCCASION OF THE PRESENTATION OF 
THE A WARD TO THE SMALL BUSINESSMAN OJ' 
THE YEAR, BERKELEY W. BEDELL, OF SPIRIT 
LAKE, IOWA, IN FLOWER GARDEN, THE WmTE 
HOUSE 

Mr. Foley, Miss McKee, and ladies and gen
tlemen, there is a proverb which says, "Seest 
thou a man diligent in his business; he shall 
stand before kings. He shall not stand be
fore mean men." 

We don't have a king handy, but I hope 
that you men who have been so d111gent in 
your business will appreciate a president in
stead and allow that kind of a substitute. 

I appreciate your coming here to the White 
House this morning. I especially appreciate 
the service you render as members of the 
National Advisory Council for Small Busi
ness. The Greek philosopher who said that 
giving advice is the easiest thing in the world, 
lived a long time before businessmen had to 
fill out so many forms and reports. He might 
not say that if he were living today. 

We are trying to do something about all 
of these reports and all of these forms and 
also about the excessive publications and 
pamphlets that businessmen get in the mail. 
I became interested in this when a small 
businessman told a member of my statf that 
he was being flooded by pamphlets advising 
him how to step up egg production in the Rio 
Grande Valley. He manufactures plumbing 
fixtures in the Midwest. 

My campaign is already paying otf. We 
have eliminated 141 publications at savings 
in excess of $1 million a year. We have re-
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duced by 98 the number of questionnaires 
and other reports which private citizens had 
been expected to fill out and return to their 
Government. 

We may have come a long way since Samuel 
Adams said, "This is a nation of shop
keepers," but small businesses still provide 
one-third of the Nation's goods and services. 
This administration has those small busi
nessmen very much in mind every day. Since 
1960, we have increased the number of in
dividual business loans by 4,000-from 13,000 
to 17,000. The dollar amount of those loans 
has increased from $636 to $g42 m1llion. 

Our efforts to insure that small firms re
ceive a fair share Of the Government purchas
ing dollar have almost doubled the amount 
from $2.5 billion to more than $4.7 billion 
in 3 years. We have more than tripled loans 
to State and local development companies 
which are set up by public spirited citizens 
to bring new economic life to their com
munity. 

Today I am pleased to announce that we 
are beginning a liberalized nationwide lend
ing program geared to the needs of very 
small businesses. This program will be 
known as SBA's small loan program, and 
will make it easier for businessmen to obtain 
loans of up to $15,000 for a m_aximum of 6 
years. 

I am also extremely happy to welcome here 
this morning the winner of the First Small 
Businessman of the Year Award, Mr. Berkley 
W. Bedell--one of those rare men whose 
pleasure is their business, and whose business 
is their pleasure. 

Mr. Bedell represents millions of American 
businessmen who are in the words of the 
scripture, "not slothful in business but fer
vent in spirit." Your imagination and your 
industry are typical of the qualities that 
built America, and will keep it growing 
stronger. 

I know the people back home in Spirit 
Lake, Iowa, and your Senators and your Con
gressmen, are proud of you, Mr. Bedell. I 
take a great deal of pleasure on behalf of 
the people of the Nation to present this 
award to you formally today. 

Address by Hon. F. Bradford Morse at 
Dedication of New Suburban Campus 
at Northeastern University 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WILLIAM H. BATES 
OF MASSACHUSE'rl'S 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 

Mr. BATES. Mr. Speaker, on May 23, 
Northeastern University dedicated a new 
suburban campus in Burlington, Mass. 
The speaker at the dedication exercises 
was my colleague from the Fifth Massa
chusetts District, F. BRADFORD MORSE. 
Congressman MoRsE outlined the need 
for increased efforts by government, pri
vate industry, and the academic world to 
prepare for the economic transitions oc
casioned by current and projected de
creases in Federal defense spending. 

I would like to make Congressman 
MoRsE's address available to all Mem
bers of the House. Under unanimous 
consent I am inserting his text in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD following my 
remarks: 

The years since World War II have wit
nessed a tremendous development of our 

scientific and technological capacity. Con
stant world tension and persistent threats to 
freedom all over the globe have required the 
United States to devote a significant propor
tion of our national resources to the produc
tion of arms and supporting equipment. 

An increasingly large part of our national 
economy has become involved in the defense 
effort. Ten percent of our gross national 
product is attributable to defense and 
defense-related spending; 9 percent of our 
labor force works, directly or indirectly, for 
the Defense Establishment; 3 of every 5 
scientists and engineers currently work on a 
defense-related project. Although 47 per
cent of our total research and development 
effort was carried out with private funds in 
1954, that percentage had fallen to 35 per
cent by 1962. 

This economic concentration has brought 
about important gains for scientists and en
gineers. It has raised the status of the pro
fession and provided tremendous new oppor
tunities for personal advancement. To some 
extent, however, the gains have produced 
some unfortunate trends which signal trou
ble in the years to come. 

For example, the typical defense industry 
has been hiring four or five times the number 
of scientists and engineers employed by 
civ111an industry to support the same level 
of production and sales. 

Without wishing to sound a note of gloom 
on this happy occasion, I would like to dis
cuss with you briefly some of the implica
tions of the facts I have outlined in light of 
predictable changes in our mmtary posture. 

All the signs point to a leveling off-in
deed to a reduction in the level of our mili
tary spending. Secretary of Defense Mc
Namara outlined a 5-year cost reduction 
program to the House Armed Services Com-

~mittee in January. Committee Chairman 
CARL VINSON has stated that we are reaching 
the level of saturation in our stockpile of 
certain forms of armament. In the April 
issue of Foreign Affairs, former Deputy Sec
retary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric predicted 
that our military spending, currently in ex
cess of $50 billion annually, might be as low 
as $38.5 billion by 1970. 

In the judgment of our top defense offi.
cials, these reductions wlll be achieved with
out impairing our national security or our 
ab1llty to defend freedom and liberty by 
whatever means prove necessary. 

We can measure the dimensions of these 
cuts by the number of military installations 
which are scheduled to be closed or cur
tailed, by the size of Government contracts, 
and by the multiplier effect contract reduc
tions will have on our economy as a whole. 

How many communities have blossomed 
forth with new schools, recreation centers, 
hospitals, and homes bcause defense dollars 
brought lots of jobs and good salaries to the 
area? What wm happen to the investment 
in these fac111ties should the contracts be 
terminated, cut back, or cancelled? 

So far, we have tended to ignore the 
problem. Certainly it is far easier not to 
worry about it. But we cannot continue to 
take this attitude. The facts are clear and 
we must face them realistically and intelli
gently. The problem won't go away while 
we hide our heads in the sand. I am con
vinced that we have got to begin to prepare 
for the inevitable consequences of reduced 
Government spending in this area. It is a 
factor which poses real problems for our 
economy; by the same token it provides us 
with the opportunity to make technological 
gains we could not have dreamed of even 
10 or 15 years ago. 

Conversion from m111tary to civil1an or 
commercial production is far different from 
what it was after World War II. General 
Motors went back to building cars; General 
Electric to building refrigerators. Shortages 
during the war coupled with relatively high 
defense salaries had created a tremendous 

demand for consumer goods. What many 
economists had menacingly described as a 
severe depression turned out to be a tre
mendous boom. 

At the present time, we have no such back
log of consumer wants--the demand for ap
pliances and automobiles is relatively con
stant. In addition, the firms which have 
thrived on defense contracts often have 
never produced anything else. It is not a 
matter of reconversion to an earlier method 
of production, but of conversion to new lines 
of production. 

This process will involve coming to grips 
with problems of plants, products, promo
tion and people. 

Industry will have to shift from producing 
a few items with a high unit cost for the 
m111tary to producing a larger number of 
items with a lower unit cost for commercial 
marketing. We will have to face the prob
lem of product differentiation. Whoever 
heard of color coordinated space capsules or 
a Hercules missile with tail fins? 

New products must be developed. Thus 
far, the efforts Of a few defense coutractors 
to develop commercial lines of production 
have not been dramatically successful. Mar
ginal profits forced many firms to abandon 
even these limited efforts. In part this may 
be due to an absence of promotional and 
marketing skills. When your customer is 
assured in advance, there 1s no need to com
pete for sales. Besides, there wouldn't be 
much advertising mileage in asserting that 
you produced the second best guided misslle. 

I am hopeful that all 01! these problems 
can be faced by Government, industry, and 
university working together. I am hopeful 
because we have a vast reserve of imagination 
and inventiveness among our sk1lled pro
fessional people. The same people who put 
John Glenn in orbit and built the Nike-Zeus 
missile can turn their innovative minds to
ward the solution 01! other pressing needs. 

The possib111ties for c1v111an production are 
limitless: Modernization of plant and equip
ment in a number of existing industries; ex
panded research efforts in health and medi
cal technology; improved transportation sys
tems and fac111ties; meaningful control of 
air and water pollution; the development of 
new sources of power; greater exploration of 
civ111an applications of our space technology; 
to name just a few. 

We have only begun to realize the tre
mendous market potential of the emerging 
nations of the world. Computer technology 
can be applied to the development of eco
nomic projects for developing nations. This 
approach is being used today to draw up a 
model for economic growth in Venezuela. 

These are exciting challenges which call 
for the most creative response which we, as 
a nation, can bring to them. 

This ceremony here today represents just 
such a creative response. Northeastern 
University's suburban campus here in Bur
lington is one of the most exciting develop
ments we have seen in this whole field. It 
is a perfect example of Government-indus
try-university cooperation to which I re
ferred earlier. Those who teach and study 
here will make tremendous contributions to 
our defense industries and will pave the way 
for the inevitable transitions to civilian 
production. 

It is my understanding that industrial 
firms in the area have made it possible for 
their personnel to attend courses-and that 
the university is working with local school 
systems to make it possible for teachers to 
keep their sk1lls updated. From what I can 
tell, everything has been done to make this 
campus a vital center for the continued 
prosperity and dynamism of the area. 

Here is a laboratory where we can con
found the skeptics who question our ability 
to make the transition from a military to a 
civilian orientation. It is a privilege for me 
to be here today and I want to congratulate 
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all those who have given their time and 
energy to the development of this exciting 
new faci11ty. I am happy to welcome North
eastern to the Fifth District and I feel sure 
that we will thrive and prosper together in 
the years ahead. 

Speech by Congressman Silvio 0. Conte 
at the First Church of Christ Con
gregational 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN V. LINDSAY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I com

mend this body's attention to what I 
think was a highly important speech on 
the relationship between civil rights and 
the church in American life. The speech 
was delivered on April 26 at the First 
Church of Christ Congregational in 
Pittsfield, Mass., by our colleague, Rep
resentative SILVIO 0. CoNTE, one of the 
most effective Members of the House of 
Representatives. In the speech, Repre
sentative CoNTE makes the point that 
while government can do much to safe
guard individual rights in the areas of 
education, employment, voting, and pub
lic accommodation, only parishioners can 
deal with discrimination when it occurs 
in the church. He calls for Christian 
leadership in this area where government 
cannot enter. At the same time, he com
mends this Pittsfield church's Christian 
action group for its efforts in this area. 

Under unanimous consent agreement 
I insert Congressman CoNTE's excellent 
speech in the RECORD: 
SPEECH GIVEN BY CONGRESSMAN SILVIO 0. 

CONTE AT THE FIRsT CHURCH OF CHRIST 
CONGREGATIONAL, SUNDAY, APRIL 26, 1964 
I can think of no more effective way of 

getting into the subject matter of this dialog 
than by noting first of all the fact that I am 
even appearing here as a part of your regular 
Sunday morning worship. 

I don't mean to imply, of course, that I 
am honoring you here with my presence. On 
the contrary, I deem it an honor to have 
been invited here to contribute my part in 
this series of dialogs which are designed to 
make this congregation more aware of the 
public problems which beset society, 

By suggesting new developments in the 
outlook of Christian leaders, I hope I am not 
intimating that differences between the 
sects no longer exist. They most certainly 
do, and none of us can foresee the day when 
these differences will be eliminated. But 
these new demonstrations of trust and 
friendliness do point up an extremely im
portant aspeot of human relations. And 
that is, that there are many, many areas in 
which there is real and sincere agreement 
whatever our dogma, our separate religious 
beliefs, or our different ways of asking God's 
forgiveness for our sins. 

One such area 1s the belief that all human 
beings were born in God's image--whether 
their color was red , white, yellow, or black. 
And while people of all Christian faiths pay 
homage to that common belief, we find many 
among us who pay only lipservice. 

Now, I appreciate better than anyone 
probably, the attention 'being focused o~ 
Congress which is presently considering a 
proposed law which would enforce the con-

cept of being born in God's image, on many 
unthinking people. And I pray that some 
good to that end will come out of the pending 
discussions in the Senate. But I submit that 
Congress alone cannot do the job. Neither 
can your State legislature, or your city coun
cil. For the fact remains that when the 
wife of an Episcopal bishop from Massa
chusetts cannot be administered the rights 
of holy communion in a church of her faith 
in Florida, simply because she is accom
panied by a colored woman, who also hap
pens to be the wife of an Episcopal bishop 
in Massachusetts, then we have a problem 
that falls outside the pale of Govm-nment. 
I am referring, of course, to the hum111ating 
treatment accorded Mrs. Peabody and Mrs. 
Burgess, when the doors of their church were 
closed to them by the presiding clergyman in 
St. Augustine. S-a-i-n-t Augustine, indeed. 

This is not, of course, a condemnation of 
the Episcopal Church, for the same treat
ment is accorded Negroes in many Christian 
churches of the South. I cite it only because 
it was a recent occurrence, and it comes 
most readily to mind. 

But the point I make is this, as far as a 
Negro's rights--or those of any minority 
people--are concerned in the field of educa
tion, equal opportunity to work, and a right 
to maintain human dignity, you have every 
right to expect us in Government to do our 
utmost. But in the equally important right 
to worship God, as any human being wishes, 
whatever your concept of Christianity, you 
are the ones who have to deliver. We in 
Congress, for instance, can decree that a bus 
train, a hotel, or a restaurant, that i~ 
licensed to do business with the public, must 
accord the same treatment to all peoples, 
regardless of race, creed, color, or religious 
faith . But when an ordained minister 
closes his doors on members of his own 
church who seek communion with God, then 
it is time that all Christians search their 
souls for an answer. 
· For this is an area in which we in Govern

ment cannot enter. If we did, we would in 
effect, be violating our traditional concept 
of freedom of worship and separation of 
church and state. No one should appreciate 
that point better than you people in this 
very meetinghouse. And I say meeting
house advisedly-because at one time in 
Massachusetts the Congregational Church 
and the town meetinghouse were as one. 
This was, in fact , the seat of government. 

As a matter of faot, article 3 of the bill of 
rights of the original Massachusetts con
stitution provided that the legislature re
quire that all towns, at their own expense, 
provide for the support and maintenance of 
public protestant teachers of "piety, religion, 
and morality" in all cases where such provi
sion shall not be made voluntarily. 

And to the great credit of the Congrega
tional Church of that day, even though their 
parishioners dominated the electoraJte, that 
portion of the constitution was stricken in 
1832, and in its place they inserted, in part 
the following-"and no subordination of any 
one sect or denomination to another shall 
ever be established by law." 

And I say, the same soul searching that 
brought about that change in the Massa
chusetts' constitution 130 years ago, by lead
ers of the church, is what is needed today in 
really extending civil rights to all peoples." 

I disagree with those who say, it is not the 
place of church leaders to get themselves 
mixed up in the civil right s problem. I 
applaud the efforts of Reverend Burchell, of 
Alan McLean, of Father Eckel, and all others 
who hav~ displayed more than passing in
terest. And, I am proud of my old law 
schoolteachers, Father Robert Drinan, and 
Father Keneally for placing themselves and 
their church into the thick of the fight. 

Also along these lines, I hall the National 
Interreligious Convocation that will meet in 
Washington next week. 

Having touched on the moral or Christian 
aspects of civil rights, let us proceed to the 
area where we in the political field can do 
something about the problems, and why. 

First of all, there is the legal aspect. From 
all this hullaballoo in Congress, you may 
have the impression that we are giving the 
Negro something. What we are doing, actu
ally, is fulfilling our legal obligations under 
the Constitution, as interpreted by our Su
preme Court, and under laws passed by Con
gress. We are rendering unto Negroes, and 
all other persons subjected to humiliating 
and degrading discrimination, the things 
that are theirs by right, not by gift. 

They are entitled to an education equal to 
that accorded all others by government. Not 
"separate but equal" education but equal 
too. • 

They are entitled to the right to vote, 
subject to the same qualifications and stand
ards set up for all voters. Not special tests, 
but the same tests administered to all. 

They are entitled to decent shelter. Not 
just to a certain area, but wherever they can 
afford to best live their lives and best bring 
up their children. 

They are entitled to equal opportunity for 
work. Not just to menial, housekeeping 
chores, but to work which will best serve 
themselves and their fellow man. 

And above all, they are entitled to live a 
life with dignity, and not relegated to ghet
tos in places of public accommodation. 

Secondly, there is a practical political as
pect. We must never forget, as we dwell here 
in these prosperous and comparatively 
healthy United States, that there are more 
nonwhites in this world than whites. And as 
we continue to spout hate, as we continue to 
look down upon colored peoples, as we bury 
one complaining picketer after another
yes, and as we close the doors of God to 
them-there are mlllions and millions all 
over the world who bear witness. And with 
a Godless, communistic force in the wings, 
ready to exploit and exaggerate our weak
nesses, a real and sincere application of civil 
rights becomes a must--not just a benef
icence. 

Third, there is an economic aspect. By 
depressing the living standard of Negroes, 
we depress the standards of everyone. Fur
thermore, we do this at a time when we are 
in dire need of scientific and technological 
~alent in a world that is moving so fast, that 
1t is beyond the comprehension of most of 
us. By subjecting minorities to a menial and 
oftimes degrading work, we are depriving 
them of the opportunity to serve in a more 
helpful and strategic capacity. 

And finally, permit me for a moment to 
inject a personal or, if you will, a selfish 
aspect. My parents, as did millions of others, 
came to this country as "strangers in a 
strange land." They did not know the lan
guage, and they were laughed at. They did 
not know the customs and traditions, and 
they were either scorned or considered odd. 
But they were white, and they were strong. 
They were offered work commensurate to 
their abilities. And gradually, because they 
were at least offered the opportunities, they 
were able to overcome the slings and arrows 
of ignorant discrimination, and build a life 
for themselves and their children. 

Colored people who lived here for genera
tions before my people arrived here, still have 
not been accorded the opportunities that 
this great country made available for my 
family. I think it is high time they did. 

These are the reasons why I voted and 
fought for the civil rights bill which has 
passed the House and is now being· debated 
at such lengths, sometimes shamefully, in 
the Senate. 

This is why, as a freshman Congressman, 
I voted to extend the scope of the Civil Rights 
Commission studies on voting rights, hous
ing, education, and employment opportunity. 
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This is why I filed in January 1963, a civil 

rights bill which went beyond the scope of 
the legisltaion pending in Congress; and this 
is why I will continue to fight and in that 
connection I should advise you, that if the 
Senate goes along with amendments which 
leave the bill ineffectual, meaningless, or 
too crippled, I will not be a party to it. This 
will be construed by many, as was a proce
dural vote I cast last December, as a vote 
against civil rights. Such a construction 
would be false. 

And so I say, while our civil rights path 
may be rugged, embarrassing, and distasteful 
for many of us, it is clear. No one can afford 
the luxury of the sidelines in the struggle 
for equality. 

During the debate on civil rights, I spent 
a great deal of time on recalling the activi
ties of our former great Senator from this 
State, Charles Sumner, who acted, at all 
times, clearly within the dictates of his 
conscience. 

We need this kind of spirit in every phase 
of life, a spirit tha-t appeals to the heart, a 
spirit that appeals to the mind, a spirit in
stilled by our Creator for the purposes at 
hand. 

It has been 189 years since the signing of 
the Declaration of Independence. I cannot 
recall a period of time when we have been 
faced with a more important issue. 

I say this because the bells of independence 
must toll this year for millions of people who 
have been denied the freedom which Jeffer
son's rhetoric so explicitly states was their 
God-given inheritance. 

The bells that toll this year, to borrow a 
phrase from a John Donne devotion, are 
tolling for each and every one of us. No m.an 
can afford to live on this remote island dur
ing the struggle for equality that rings out 
on every corner of the globe. 

This Christian action group is not asking 
for whom the bell tolls, for you know well 
that they are tolling for each and every in
dividual who has the courage to hear. 

The fact that you have heard is deserving 
of the highest praise, and with all of the 
support that I have, I commend you. You 
have my continued best wishes for success, 
for I feel that what you are doing will be, 
ultimately, the most vital form of interven
tion that the Republic, if it is to survive, 
requires. 

Thank you. 

The 18th Anniversary of the Italian 
Republic 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD P. BOLAND 
OJ' MASSACHUSETI'S 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, today is 
the 18th anniversary of the founding of 
the Italian Republic. On June 2, 1946, 
the Italians held their first elections fol
lowing World War n and decisively 
rejected the past to set their sights on 
becoming a modern democratic repub
lic. The tasks at hand were immense. 
Fascism and war had wrought untold 
destruction; hunger and misery affiicted 
large portions of the population; a 
large Communist Party posed an im
mediate threat to new democratic in
stitutions. It is a measure of the vitality 
and determination of the Italian people 
that these conditions did not reduce 

them to despair and resignation. They 
set out not only to rebuild their shattered 
industry, but also to exceed prewar levels 
of industrial production. They sought 
not only to found solid democratic in
stitutions at home, but also to participate 
in the movement toward a strong, demo
cratic, and United Europe. They not only 
rejected the blandishments and threats 
of the Communists; they set out to show 
that social reform may be initiated and 
successfully carried out by a democratic 
regime. 

Italy today stands as proof of how suc
cessful Italian efforts have been. Enter
prising individuals have built the north 
into one of the leading industrial centers 
of Europe. Industries have been mod
ernized and made fully competitive. 
Unemployment, in the past a severe prob
lem in Italy, has been reduced to a low 
level. New sources of energy have re
duced Italian dependence on imported 
raw materials; old sources of energy have 
been fully exploited. Postwar Italy has 
provided the world with striking ex
amples of modern architecture and of 
innovation in industrial design. Italians 
are among the leaders in the world of 
fashion; Italian movies have commanded 
admiration and respect throughout the 
world. 

The underdeveloped south has long 
been one of the most intractable prob
lems with which Italians have had to 
deal. But here, too, sustained efforts and 
progress have marked the postwar period. 
A special fund set up by the Italian Gov
ernment has financed agricultural re
form, improved methods of agriculture, 
the building of roads, the provision of in
centives to industries willing to build 
plants in the area, and the establishment 
of technical, vocational schools. True, 
much remains to be done in the south. 
But there is every sign that Italians will 
continue and even increase their efforts 
on behalf of this region and its inhabi-t
ants in coming years. 

Americans have watched the progress 
of postwar Italy with sympathy and sat
isfaction. Indeed, they take pride in 
having contributed to Italian achieve
ments. From 1946 through 1963 Ameri
cans provided more than $6 billion of 
economic and military assistance to Italy. 
Aid alone, however, is never enough. 
Without the industry and sacrifices of 
the Italians, American assistance could 
not have played a part in the Italian 
miracle. 

There are other ties linking Americans 
and Italians. Italy has steadfastly sup
ported ·the Western cause in postwar 
years, and through her membership in 
NATO and the divisions she has made 
available to the NATO Command, has 
made an important contribution to West
ern defense forces. 

Only recently, the ·talented Italian Am
bassador to France, Manlio Brosio, was 
chosen to become the next Secretary
General of NATO. 

Americans of Italian descent have tak
en special pride in the achievements of 
·the country of their forebears. I am sure 
that all Americans will join with me in 
extending their best wishes to their 
Italian friends on this memorable occa
sion. 

A Memorial Day Letter by Senator Norris 
Cotton 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. J. ARTHUR YOUNGER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 2, 1964 

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, Sena
tor NORRIS COTTON, a Member of the 
other body and former Member and col
league of ours in the House, wrote what 
I think is one of the finest Memorial 
Day letters to his constituents I have had 
the pleasure to read and in order that it 
may have wider circulation, under 
unanimous consent I insert his letter of 
May 28, 1964, in the RECORD: 
NORRIS COTI'ON REPORTS TO You FROM THE 

u.s. SENATE 

This Memorial Day marks the centennial 
of the Civil War's bloodiest year. As the Sen
ate pauses to observe it, I invite you to go 
with me from the clamor of Congress, across 
the historic Potomac, to that city of si
lence-Arlington National Cemetery. There, 
engraved in granite, is the history of our 
country. 

For Arlington, too, this month is a cen
tennial. On May 13, 1864, as Grant was 
launching the wilderness campaign, the first 
soldier was buried there-Pvt. William 
Christman, 67th Pennsylvania Infantry. 
From that day to the burial of our martyred 
President, John F. Kennedy, 125,000 have 
there been laid to rest. 

Despite the grandeur of the Tomb of the 
Unknown Soldier or the presence of Per
shing and Marshall and Wainwright, and the 
honored dead of all our wars, Arlington, like 
Memorial Day, will always speak to us of the 
Civil War. And so it should. More Ameri
cans died in the 4 years of that conflict than 
in all our other wars from colonial times 
through Korea. Almost in sight of the tomb 
of the three unknowns, rarely noticed by the 
passerby, is a massive monument darkened 
by the years. Beneath it in three huge vaults 
are 2,111 bodies gathered from the shallow 
graves at Bull Run and along the Rappahan
nock. These are but a fraction of the un
known dead of the Civil War. 

There is much to stir the imagination of 
the thoughtful visitor. The common grave 
of 14 unknowns of the War of 1812, found in 
the cellars of Fort Washington, killed when 
the British burned the city and fort. The 
obelisk of Gen. Joe Wheeler, Confederate 
cavalry commander, later Congressman, and 
finally, a general in the Spanish-American 
War. The grave of John Clem, legendary 
"Johnny Shiloh," 14-year-old drummer boy 
who lived to be a major general. Abner 
Doubleday, gunner at Fort Sumter, corps 
commander at Gettysburg, inventor of Amer
ican baseball. The mast from the battleship 
Maine, the base of which is a receiving vault 
where are held the remains of Jan Paderew
ski, Polish pianist and statesman, to be taken 
home when Poland is free. The pointed
topped markers over the Confederate dead, 
thus designed, it was said, "so no damyankee 
could ever sit on their graves." 

Passion and hate played their part in the 
founding of Arlington. General Meigs, bit
ter at his old comrade Robert E. Lee, seized 
the Lee Mansion for a cemetery and quickly 
burled 26 bodies in Mrs. Lee's rose garden 
so the family would never return. As always, 
hate defeated its own purpose, for the stately 
mansion remains as the crown of our na
tional shrine, and Robert E. Lee could have 
no finer memorial. 
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Indeed, the most eloquent inscription in 
the cemetery is found on the monument to 
the Confederate dead, written by a southern 
chaplain: 

"Not for fame or reward, not for place or 
for rank, not lured by ambition or goaded by 
necessity, but in simple obedience to duty as 
they understood it, these men suffered all, 
sacrificed all, dared all, and died." 

The storm of the years has softened the 
sorrow for most who sleep at Arlington. Sad 
to the visitor, however, are the marching 

HOUSE OF REPRE~ENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 3, 1964 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: · 

n Corinthians 4: 11: That the life of 
Jesus might be manifest in our mortal 
ttesh. 

Eternal God, our Father, grant t~at 
during this day we may be ~nitec:I w1th 
Thee and with one another m fa1th, in 
purpose, and in an obedience that is re
sponsive to the great spiritual influences 
and ethical demands. 

May ThY truth be in our minds and 
ThY love within our hearts and Thy 
compassion in our souls for all who are 
following vain hopes and false values. 

We pray that Thy pardoning grace 
may be given to all who have been caught 
in the coil of passion and driven by dia
bolical desires. 

May the inevitable goal of our human 
life be that of establishing Thy kingdom 
and inspire us to give ourselves with ut
ter abandon to its coming and consum
mation, which we may help to achieve 
by means so simple as the personal touch, 
the contagion of goodness and the leaven 
of love working from heart to heart. 

Hear us in His name who went about 
doing good and in whose service there 
is joy. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

CONFERENCE REPORT, DEFICIENCY 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 1964 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
on the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference 
report on H.R. 11201, the deficiency ap
propriations bill for 1964. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 

A NATIONAL LOTTERY 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

escorts, the muted bands, the farewell taps 
of the constant funerals, many of them for 
young Americans who have perished in the 
air or on land and sea in our worldwide 
Mmtary Establishment-or under fire in far
off Vietnam. 

Sad, too, is the knowledge that combat pay 
is already being drawn by over 3,000 in Viet
nam and that the total of our killed and 
missing has reached 239, with 877 wounded. 

I cannot here debate the justification. · I 
will say that if a long-drawn-out war must 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
take this occasion to congratulate the 
New York Daily News for giving the 
American public an opportunity to ex
press its opinion on several vital issues. 

Last month, the News installed at the 
New York World's Fair several voting 
machines proposing five interesting and 
important questions. Included among 
these questions was one query: Are you 
in favor of a national lottery as a means 
of reducing the tax burden? 

Through this media, Mr. Speaker, the 
people visiting the fair from every sec
tion of this country will have a chance 
to indicate their feelings on the advisa
bility of a national lottery in the United 
States. 

After 1 month of continuous daily op
eration, the opinion poll shows that 
37,760 persons favor a national lottery 
while only 17,186 persons are opposed. 

The vote so far, which is better than 2 
to 1, is a clear indication of public senti
ment in favor of a Federal lottery to 
ease the heavy tax burden on the Amer
ican taxpayers. 

Is not this sufficient reason for us to 
conduct a national referendum on this 
issue? Why should not the American 
people who pay the high taxes be per
mitted to speak on this question? How 
else can we have a current expression of 
public opinion? Are we afraid that the 
voters will overwhelmingly support this 
proposal? 

A national referendum on the question 
of a national lottery will make democracy 
really come to life--it will give the Con
gress a r.eal, active, and current expres
sion of a free people. What are we wait
ing for? 

PRAYER AND BIBLE READING IN 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re
marks, and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I am tak

ing this occasion to insert in the RECORD 
a copy of a resolution in support of House 
Joint Resolution 693, to permit prayer 
and Bible reading in the public schools, 
adopted by the State Council of the 
Knights of Columbus of the State of 
Connecticut. A copy of this resolution 
has been filed with the Committee on 
the Judiciary today. It might be noted 
that this resolution was adopted on May 
18, 1964. 

This is another answer in recent days 
to the statement that the "tide is turn-

be fought in the rice fields of Asia, it should 
be by the combined power of the United 
Nations or the SEATO Alllance. Why should 
our country alone man the bastions of free
dom in every corner of the world? 

The tragedy is that on this Memorial Day, 
as we honor our soldier dead, we are sadly 
conscious that war is not only still with us 
but looming larger each passing day. 

Yours sincerely, 
NORRIS COTTON, 

U .S. Senator. 

ing." This resolution is evidence that 
the tide is running strongly in favor of 
a constitutional amendment, and the 
people are not being fooled by. the turns 
and twists of the opposition: 

Whereas article I of the amendments to 
the Constitution of the United States pro
vides that Congress shall make no law re
specting the establishment of religion nor 
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; and 

Whereas some local boards of education 
in Connecticut have been interpreting the 
Supreme Court ruling on school prayer as 
a ban on any spiritual exercise in public 
schools; and 

Whereas we believe that this interpretation 
constitutes the prohibition of expression of 
trust in the Almighty and is an infringement 
on the rights of the majority of our school
children; and 

Whereas because our Nation was founded 
on religious faith and is dedicated to preserv
ing our religious heritage, the Knights of 
Columbus do hereby 

Resolve, That the Connecticut State Coun
cil petition Connecticut's congressional rep
resentatives to fully support House Joint 
Resolution 693 which would amend the Con
stitution by removing any doubt of our citi
zens' right to allow prayers and Bible reading 
in schools on a nonsectarian voluntary basis, 
and which also would assure keeping God in 
our pledge of allegiance and on our coins; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution as it would 
apply on a national basis, be presented to 
the supreme council for approval. 

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 
1964 

Mr. DELANEY. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up the resolution, House Resolution 740, 
and ask for its immediate considera
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
10503) to authorize appropriations for the 
fiscal years 1966 and 1967 for the construc
tion of certain highways in accordance with 
title 23 of the United States Code, and for 
other purposes. After general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and shall con
tinue not to exceed two hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Public Works, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At 
the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without in
tervening motion except one motion to 
recommit. 
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